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Administrative  Organization 

NCAA  Administrative  Committee 

The  Administrative  Committee  includes  the  NCAA  officers  (president, 
secretary-treasurer,  division  vice-presidents)  and  the  NCAA  executive 
director. 

President 

Albert  M.  Witte 
Professor  of  Law 
University  of  Arkansas 
Fayetteville,  Arkansas  72701 
(Term  Expires  January  1991’) 

Secretary-Treasurer 

Judith  M.  Sweet 
Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  California,  San  Diego 
La  Jolla,  California  92093-0905 
(Term  Expires  January  1991*) 

Executive  Director 

Richard  D.  Schultz 
6201  College  Boulevard 
Overland  Park.  Kansas  662 11 -2422 

Division  I  Vice-President:  B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University  (Term  Expires 
January  1991’) 

Division  II  Vice-President:  Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Centra!  Mis^uri  State  University 
(Term  Expires  January  1991*) 

Division  III  Vice-President:  Rocco  J.  Carzo,  Tufts  University  (Term  Expires 
January  1992*) 

NCAA  Staff  Liaisorr 
Ted  C  Tow 

NCAA  Council 

The  Council  is  elected  by  the  annual  Convention  of  the  Association.  The 
NCAA  president  and  secretary-treasurer  are  ex  officio  members  and  serve  as 
chair  and  secretary,  respectively.  The  other  44  members  of  the  Council  shall 
include  22  members  from  Division  I  (including  at  least  two  chief  executive 
officers  and  at  least  six  women),  11  members  from  Division  II  (including  at 
least  two  chief  executive  officers  and  at  least  three  women),  and  1 1  members 
from  Division  III  (including  at  least  two  chief  executive  officers  and  at  least 
three  women ).  The  representatives  of  each  division  are  elected  for  terms  of 
four  years  by  the  membership  of  that  division  present  and  voting  at  the 
division  business  session  during  the  annual  Convention.  [Constitution  4.1.] 


•Not  eligible  <or  reelection  to  this  position 
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Division  I 


Name,  Institution 

Representing 

Term  Expires 

Thurston  E.  Banks 

Associate  Professor  of  Chemistry 
Tennessee  Technological  University 
Cookeville,  Tennessee  38505 

l-AA  Central 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1993* 

Charles  Cavagnaro 

Director  of  Athletics 

Memphis  State  University 

Memphis,  Tennessee  38152 

l-A 

Independent  South 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1994* 

Irwin  Cohen 

Director  of  Athletics 

Northeastern  University 

Boston.  Massachusetts  02115 

l-AA 

East 

(Region  1) 

Jan.  1994* 

Susan  A.  Collins 

Assistant  Director  of  Athletics 

George  Mason  University 

Fairfax.  Virginia  22030 

l-AAA 
(Region  1) 

Jan.  1992* 

Joan  C.  Cronan 

Director  of  Women’s  Athletics 

University  of  Tennessee 

Knoxville.  Tennessee  37996-3110 

l-A 

Southeastern 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

Jan.  1991* 

Joseph  N.  Crowley 

President 

University  of  Nevada 

Reno.  Nevada  89557 

l-AA 

West 

(Region  4) 

Jan. 1992* 

R.  Elaine  Dreidame 

Senior  Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  Dayton 

Dayton,  Ohio  45469 

l-AAA 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1994* 

Daniel  G.  Gibbens 

Professor  of  Law 

University  of  Oklahoma 

Norman,  Oklahoma  73019 

i-A 

Big  Eight 
Conference 
(Region  3) 

Jan.  1994* 

Frederick  E.  Gruninger 

Director  of  Athletics 

Rutgers  University 

New  Brunswick,  New  Jersey  08903 

l-A 

Independent  North 
(Region  1) 

Jan.  1992* 

Douglas  S.  Hobbs 

Professor  of  Political  Science 

University  of  California 

Los  Angeles.  California  90024 

l-A 

Pacific- 10 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Jan.  1992* 

•Not  eligible  for  realection  to  this  position 
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Name,  Institution 
L.  Oval  Jaynes 
Director  of  Athletics 
Colorado  State  University 
Fort  Collins.  Colorado  80523 


Representing 

1-A 

Western  Athletic 
Conference 
(Region  4) 


Michael  L.  Kasavana 
Professor.  Hotel,  Restaurant 
and  Institutional  Management 
Michigan  State  University 
East  Lansing.  Michigan  48824 

David  B.  Keilitz 
Director  of  Athletics 
Central  Michigan  University 
Mount  Pleasant.  Michigan  48859 


l-A 

Big  Ten 
Conference 
(Region  3) 


l-A 

Mid-American 
Athletic  Conference 
(Region  3) 


J.  Dudley  Pewitt 
Vice-President.  Administration 
University  of  Alabama  at  Birmingham 
Birmingham.  Alabama  35294 


B.  J  Skelton 

Dean.  Admissions  and  Registration 

Clemson  University 

Clemson.  South  Carolina  29634-4019 


l-AAA 
(Region  2) 


l-A 

Atlantic  Coast 
Conference 
(Region  2) 


Albert  E.  Smith 

President 

South  Carolina  State  College 
Orangeburg.  South  Carolina  29117 

Doris  R  Soladay 
Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
Syracuse  University 
Syracuse.  New  York  13244*5020 

Craig  Thompson 
Commissioner 
American  South  Conference 
One  Galleria  Boulevard.  Suite  2016 
Metairie,  Louisiana  70001 

Shirley  A.  Walker 
Coordinator  of  Women  s  Sports 
Alcorn  State  University 
Lorman.  Mississippi  39096 

Charlotte  West 
Associate  Director  of  Athletics 
Southern  Illinois  University 
Carbondale,  Illinois  62901 


l-AA  South 
(Region  2) 


l-At  Large 
(Region  1) 


l-AAA 
(Region  4) 


l-At  Large 
(Region  4) 


l-At  Large 
(Region  3) 


Term  Expires 

Jan  1994* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan.  1994* 


Jan.  1992* 


Jan. 1993* 


Jan.  1991 


Jan.  1992* 


Jan.  1991 


Jan  1991* 


•Not  eligible  for  reeleclion  to  this  position 
Administrative  Organization  - 


9 


Name.  Institution 
Charles  Whitcomb 

Professor  of  Recreation/ 

Letsure  Studies 
San  Jose  State  University 
San  Jose,  California  95192-0060 

Frank  Windegger 
Director  of  Athletics 
Texas  Christian  University 
Fort  Worth,  Texas  76129 


Representing 

l-A 

Big  West 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

l-A 

Southwest  Athletic 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Division  II 


Name,  Institution 

R.  Bruce  Allison 
Director  of  Athletics 
Colorado  School  of  Mines 
Golden.  Colorado  80401 
(Region  4) 

Ollie  Bowman ' 

Dean  of  Admissions 
Hampton  University 
Hampton,  Virginia  23668 
(Region  2} 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia 

President 

Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania 
Shippensburg.  Pennsylvania  17257 
(Region  1) 

James  Fallis 

Director  of  Athletics 
Lake  Superior  State  University 
Sault  Ste  Marie,  Michigan  49783 
(Region  3) 

Jerry  M.  Hughes 
Director  of  Athletics 
Central  Missouri  State  University 
Warrensburg,  Missouri  64093 
(Region  3) 

Karen  L.  Miller 

Director  of  Athletics 

California  State  Polytechnic  University 

Pomona,  California  91768 

(Region  4) 


Term  Expires 
Jan, 1991* 

Jan. 1993* 


Term  Expires 
Jan,  1991* 

Jan.  1994* 

Jan  1993* 

Jan. 1993* 

Jan.  1992* 

Jan. 1992* 


'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
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Name.  Institution 
Ronald  J  Petro 
Director  of  Athletics 
University  of  Alaska 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99508 
(Region  4) 

Douglas  T  Porter 
Director  of  Athletics 
Fort  Valley  State  College 
Fort  Valley.  Georgia  31030 
(Region  2) 

Marjorie  A  Trout 
Director  of  Women's  Athletics 
Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania 
Millersvitle,  Pennsylvania  17551 
(Region  1) 

Cheryl  Tucker 
Instructor.  Health  and  Exercise 
and  Senior  Woman  Administrator 
Northeast  Missouri  State  University 
Kirksviile,  Missouri  63501 
(Region  3) 

Kent  Wyatt 

President 

Delta  State  University 
Cleveland,  Mississippi  38733 
(Region  2) 


Division  111 


Wame,  Institution 

Robert  G,  Bottoms 

President 

DePauw  University 
Greencastle,  Indiana  46135 
(Region  3) 

Rocco  J.  Carzo 
Director  of  Athletics 
Tufts  University 

Medford,  Massachusetts  02155 
(Region  1) 

Arthur  Eason 
Director  of  Athletics 
William  Paterson  College 
Wayne,  New  Jersey  07470 
(Region  1) 


Term  Expires 
Jan. 1991* 

Jan  1993* 

Jan. 1992* 

Jan.  1994* 


Jan.  1991* 


Term  Expires 
Jan. 1991 

Jan.  1992* 

Jan.  1993* 


•Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
Administrative  Organization  - 


It 


Name,  Institution 

Marjorie  Giles 
Dean  of  Students 
Central  College 
Pella.  Iowa  50219 
(Region  4) 

George  M.  Harmon 
President 
Millsaps  College 
Jackson.  Mississippi  39210 
(Region  3) 

David  A.  Jacobs 
Director  of  Athletics 
Whittier  College 
Whittier.  California  90608 
(Region  4) 

William  E.  Lide 
Director  of  Athletics 
Salisbury  State  University 
Salisbury.  Maryland  21801 
(Region  1) 

Patricia  A.  Rogers 

Department  Chair,  Physical  Education 

Associate  Director  of  Athletics 

Stale  University  of  New  York  at  Albany 

Albany,  New  York  12222 

(Region  2) 

John  M.  Schael 
Director  of  Athletics 
Washington  University 
St.  Louis.  Missouri  63130 
(Region  4) 

Jenepher  P.  Shillingford 
Director  of  Athletics 
Bryn  Mawr  College 
Bryn  Mawr.  Pennsylvania  19010 
(Region  2) 

Sandra  R.  Weeden 
Associate  Professor  of  Education/ 
Director  of  Women's  Athletics 
State  University  of  New  York 
Stony  Brook.  New  York  11794 
(Region  2) 


•Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1994* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan. 1993* 


Jan. 1994* 


Jan.  1991* 


Jan.  1991' 


Jan  1992* 


Jan.  1994* 
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NCAA  Staff  Liaison: 

Richard  D.  Schultz  (Executive  Director) 

Ted  C.  Tow  (Council,  Division  I) 

Stephen  R.  Morgan  (Division  II) 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (Division  III) 

johnH  Leavens  (Recording  Secretary) 

William  B.  Hunt  (Legislation  and  Interpretations) 
Lydia  L.  Sanchez  (Meeting  Arrangements) 


'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position. 
Administrative  Organization  - 


NCAA  Executive  Committee 

The  NCAA  president  and  secretary-treasurer  are  ex  officio  members  of  the 
Executive  Committee.  The  division  vice-presidents  shall  be  members,  and 
the  remaining  nine  members  are  elected  by  the  Council  for  terms  of  five 


the  remaining  nine  memueis  aia  crcfutou  uy  mo 
years.  [Constitution  4.2.] 

Division  Name.  Institution 

Term  Expires 

l-AA 

Charles  S.  Boone 

Director  of  Athletics 

University  of  Richmond 

Richmond.  Virginia  23173 

Jan. 1995* 

III  VP 

Rocco  J.  Carzo 

Director  of  Athletics 

Tufts  University 

Medford.  Massachusetts  02155 

Jan. 1992* 

l-AA 

Marino  H.  Casern 

Director  of  Athletics 

Southern  University 

Baton  Rouge.  Louisiana  70813-2109 

Jan  1991* 

l-A 

Eugene  F.  Corrigan 

Commissioner 

Atlantic  Coast  Conference 

P.O.  Box  ACC 

Greensboro,  North  Carolina  27419 

Jan.  1993* 

l-A 

Cedric  W.  Dempsey 

Director  of  Athletics 

University  of  Arizona 

Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Jan.  1995* 

l-AAA 

Don  J.  DiJulia 

Assistant  Vice-President  and  Director  of  Athletics 

St  Joseph's  University 

Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19131 

Jan.  1995* 

III 

Royce  N.  Flippin  Jr. 

Director  of  Athletics 

Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology 

Cambridge.  Massachusetts  02139 

Jan.  1991’ 

II 

Rosemary  Fri 

Associate  Director  of  Athletics 

University  of  Northern  Colorado 

Greeley,  Colorado  80639 

Jan.  1991* 

l-A 

Martha  E.  Hawthorne 

Assistant  Director  of  Athletics 

Rice  University 

Houston,  Texas  77251 

Jan. 1992* 

'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position 
14 - 
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Division  Name,  Institution 

i-A  Phyllis  L.  Hewlett 

Assistant  Commissioner 
Big  Ten  Conference 
1111  Plaza  Drive,  Suite  600 
Schaumburg.  Illinois  60173-4990 

II  VP  Jerry  M.  Hughes 

Director  of  Athletics 
Central  Missouri  State  University 
Warrensburg.  Missouri  64093 

I  VP  B.  J  Skelton 

(l-A)  Dean.  Admissions  and  Registration 

'  Clemson  University 

Clemson.  South  Carolina  29634-4019 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison: 

Richard  D  Schultz  (Executive  Director) 

Patricia  E.  Bork  (Executive  Committee) 

Louis  J.  Spry  (Business  Affairs  and  Convention  Planning) 
Lydia  L  Sanchez  (Meeting  Arrangements) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1995* 


Jan.  1991* 


Jan. 1991* 


'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position. 
Adnunistraib’e  Organization  - 
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Presidents  Commission 


The  Presidents  Commission  is  elected  by  a  mail  vote  of  the  chief  executive 
officers  of  all  member  institutions  (or  selected  by  the  Division  l-A  conferences). 
The  44  members  shall  include  22  who  shall  represent  Division  I  members.  1 1 
who  shall  represent  Division  II  members  and  1 1  who  shall  represent  Division 
III  members.  At  least  three  women  shall  be  Included,  preferably  one  from 
each  division.  The  representatives  of  each  division  are  elected  for  terrns  of 
four  years  by  the  chief  executive  officers  of  that  division  (or  by  the  Division 
l-A  conferences).  The  officers  of  the  Presidents  Commission  are  elected 
from  among  the  members  of  the  Commission  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
Commission^  members  to  serve  for  two  years. 


Commission  Chair.  Martin  A.  Massengale 

University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 

Division  I  Chair.  Bernard  F.  Sliger 

Florida  State  University 

Division  II  Chair-  Asa  N.  Green 

Livingston  University 

Division  III  Chair;  David  L.  Warren 

Ohio  Wesleyan  University 


Term  as 
Chair  Expires 
Jan.  1991* 

Jan  1991* 

Jan. 1992* 

Jan  1992* 


Division  I 


Name,  Institution 

Representing 

Term  Expires 

Ronald  E.  Belter 

l-AA  South 

Jan.  1994* 

President 

East  Tennessee  State  University 
Johnson  City.  Tennessee  37614 

(Region  2) 

William  H.  Cunningham 

l-A 

Jan.  1994* 

President 

Southwest  Athletic 

University  of  Texas 

Conference 

Austin.  Texas  78712 

(Region  4) 

Rev  Albert  J.  DiUlio 

l-AAA 

Jan.  1992* 

President 

At-Large 

Marquette  University 

Milwaukee.  Wisconsin  53233 

(Region  3) 

Michael  R.  Ferrari 

l-AAA 

Jan. 1991 

President 

At-Large 

Drake  University 

Des  Moines.  Iowa  50311 

(Region  3) 

Gail  Fullerton 

l-A 

Jan  1992* 

President 

At-Large 

San  Jose  State  University 

San  Jose.  California  95192 

(Region  4) 

’Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position. 
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Name.  Institution 
Harold  H.  Haak 
President 

California  State  University 
Fresno.  California  93740 

Sheldon  Hackney 
President 

University  of  Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19104 

Thomas  K.  Hearn  Jr. 

President 

Wake  Forest  University 
Winston-Salem,  North  Carolina  27109 

Stanley  O.  Ikenberry 
President 

University  of  Illinois,  Champaign 
Urbana.  Illinois  61801 

Joseph  B  Johnson 
President 

Grambling  State  University 
Grambiing.  Louisiana  71245 

Samuel  H  Magill 
President 

Monmouth  College 

West  Long  Branch.  New  Jersey  07764 

Martin  A.  Massengale 
Chancellor 

University  of  Nebraska 
Lincoln,  Nebraska  68588 

Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O'Brien 
Chancellor 

University  ot  New  Orleans 
New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70148 

Paul  J.  Olscamp 
President 

Bowling  Green  State  University 
Bowling  Green,  Ohio  43403 

Lt.  Gen.  Dave  R.  Palmer 

Superintendent 
U  S.  Military  Academy 
West  Point.  New  York  10996 

Chase  N.  Peterson 
President 
University  of  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City.  Utah  84112 


•Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position. 
Admmistraiive  Organization  - 


Representing  Term  Expires 

1991* 

Big  West 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

l-AA  East  Jan.  1993* 

(Region  1) 


l_A  Jan.  1994* 

Atlantic  Coast 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

l-A  Jan,  1992 

Big  Ten  Conference 
(Region  3) 

I-AA  Jart  1993* 

At-Large 

(Region  4) 

l-AAA  Jan.  1994* 

At-Large 
(Region  1) 

l-A 

Big  Eight 
Conference 
(Region  3) 

l-AAA 
At-Large 
(Region  2) 

l-A  Jan.  1993* 

Mid- American 
Athletic  Conference 
(Region  3) 

l-A  Jan.  1993* 

Independent  North 
(Region  1) 

l-A  Jan.  1993* 

Western  Athletic 
Conference 
(Region  4) 
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Jan. 1991* 


Jan. 1994* 


Name,  Institution 

Representing  i 

Stanley  G  Rives 

President 

Eastern  Illinois  University 

Charleston.  Illinois  61920 

l-AA  Central 
(Region  3) 

Bernard  F.  Sliger 

President 

Florida  State  University 

Tallahassee.  Florida  32306 

l-A 

Independent  South 
(Region  2) 

Stephen  Joel  Trachtenberg 
President 

George  Washington  University 
Washington.  D.C.  20052 

l-AAA 

At-Large 
(Region  1) 

R.  Gerald  Turner 

Chancellor 

University  of  Mississippi 

University.  Mississippi  38677 

l-A 

Southeastern 
Conference 
(Region  2) 

Dwight  D.  Vines 

President 

Northeast  Louisiana  University 
Monroe.  Louisiana  71209 

l-AA  Vi/est 
(Region  4) 

Charles  E.  Young 

Chancellor 

University  of  California 

Los  Angeles.  California  90024 

l-A 

Pacific-10 
Conference 
(Region  4) 

Division  II 


Name,  Institution 
Michael  J  Adanti 
President 

Southern  Connecticut  State  University 
New  Haven.  Connecticut  06515 
(Region  1) 

Billy  C.  Black 

President 

Albany  State  College 
Albany.  Georgia  31705 
(Region  2) 

Robert  Dickeson 

President 

University  of  Northern  Colorado 
Greeley.  Colorado  80639 
(Region  4) 


*Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  positiori. 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1991* 


Jan.  1991* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan.  1992' 


Jan. 1992’ 


Jan.  1994* 


Term  Expires 

Jan. 1991* 


Jan.  1991* 


Jan. 1993* 
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Name.  Institution 
Asa  N.  Green 
President 

Livingston  University 
Livingston.  Alabama  35470 
(Region  2) 

Rodney  C.  Kelchner 

President 

Mansfield  University 
of  Pennsylvania 
Mansfield,  Pennsylvania  16933 
(Region  1) 

ArendD  Lubbers 

President 

Grand  Valley  State  University 
Allendale,  Michigan  49401 
(Region  3) 

tWatter  R.  Peterson 

President 

Franklin  Pierce  College 
Rindge,  New  Hampshire  03461 
(Region  1) 

Margaret  R.  Preska 

President 

Mankato  State  University 
Mankato.  Minnesota  56001 
(Region  3) 

Tyronza  R.  Richmond 

Chancellor 

North  Carolina  Central  University 
Durham.  North  Carolina  27707 
(Region  2) 

Bruce  A.  Samson 

President 

University  of  Tampa 
Tampa.  Florida  33606 
(Region  2) 

Lloyd  D.  Vincent 

President 

Angelo  State  University 
San  Angelo.  Texas  76909 
(Region  4) 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  1992* 


Jan.  1994* 


Jan. 1994* 


Jan.  1992* 


Jan. 1992* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan. 1994* 


Jan. 1991  * 


'Not  eligible  for  reelection  to  this  position. 
Administrative  Organization  - 
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Division  iii 


Name,  Institution 
John  R.  Brazil 

President 

Southeastern  Massachusetts  University 
North  Dartmouth.  Massachusetts  02747 
(Region  1) 

Alice  Chandler 

President 

New  Paltz  State  University  College 
New  Paltr.  New  York  12562 
(Region  2) 

Edward  G.  Coll  Jr. 

President 
Alfred  University 
Alfred.  New  York  14802 
(Region  2) 

Anthony  J.  Diekema 

President 

Calvin  College 

Grand  Rapids.  Michigan  49506 
(Region  3) 

David  Marker 
President 
Cornell  College 
Mount  Vernon.  Iowa  52314 
(Region  4} 

Roger  H.  Martin 

President 

Moravian  College 

Bethlehem.  Pennsylvania  18018 

(Region  2) 

William  A.  McMillan 

President 

Rust  College 

Holly  Springs,  Mississippi  38635 
(Region  3) 

Jack  L.  Stark 

President 

Claremont  McKenna  College 
(Claremont  McKenna-Harvey 
Mudd-Scripps  Colleges) 
Claremont.  California  9171 1 
(Region  4) 


•Not  eligible  for  reeleclion  to  this  position 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1991* 


Jan.  1994’ 


Jan.  1992* 


Jan.  1992* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan.  1992* 


Jan.  1991* 


Jan.  1991’ 
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Name,  Institution 
Jon  C.  Strauss 
President 

Worcester  Polytechnic  Institute 
Worcester.  Massachusetts  01609 
(Region  1) 

Catherine  A.  Tisinger 

President 

North  Adams  State  College 
North  Adams,  Massachusetts  01247 
(Region  1) 

David  L  Warren 

President 

Ohio  Wesleyan  University 
Delaware,  Ohio  43015 
(Region  3) 

NCAA  Staff  Liaison: 

Richard  D.  Schultz  (Executive  Director) 

Ted  C  Tow  (Presidents  Commission.  Division  1) 
Stephen  R.  Morgan  (Division  U) 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (Division  III) 

John  H.  Leavens  (Recording  Secretary) 

William  B  Hunt  (Legislation  and  Interpretations) 
Lydia  L.  Sanchez  (Meeting  Arrangements) 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  1994* 


Jan.  1993* 


Jan.  1993* 


NCAA  National  Office 

Richard  D.  Schultz.  Executive  Director 

Thomas  W.  Jernstedt.  Associate  Executive  Director 
Stephen  R.  Morgan,  Associate  Executive  Director 
Louis  J.  Spry,  >4ssoc/afe  Executive  Director 
Ted  C.  Tow.  Associate  Executive  Director 

Lydia  L.  Sanchez.  Director  of  Conventions  and  Meetings/ 
Assistant  to  the  Executive  Director 

Administration 

Merrily  Dean  Baker,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Administration 
Stanley  D.  Johnson.  Director  of  Professional  Development 
Edward  A.  Thiebe,  Director  of  Youth  Programs 
Frank  D.  Uryasz,  Director  of  Sports  Sciences 
Ursula  R.  Walsh.  Director  of  Research 
Rochelle  M.  Collins,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Randall  W.  Dick,  Assistant  Director  of  Sports  Sciences 
Sharon  K.  Cessna,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Oswaldo  Garcia,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Ellen  Hanley,  Assistant  Director  of  Sports  Sciences 

Donna  L.  Hockersmith,  Administrative  Assistant  for  Sports  Sciences 
Todd  A.  Petr,  Assistant  Director  of  Research 
Patricia  A.  Schaefer,  Administrative  Assistant  for  Sports  Sciences 
Fannie  B.  Vaughan.  Executive  Assistant 
Shirley  Whitacre.  Membership  Coordinator 

Business 

Frank  E.  Marshall,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Business  Affairs 

Keith  E.  Martin,  Director  of  Accounting 
Michael  S.  McNeely,  Director  of  Operations 
Daniel  W.  Spencer,  Director  of  Data  Processing 
Douglas  A.  Carpenter,  Programmer/Analyst 
Kelly  G.  Conway,  Programmer/Analyst 
Kathy  L.  Day,  Programmer/ Analyst 
William  C.  Foreman,  Building  Manager 
Alex  B.  Freebume,  Programmer/Analyst 
Robin  A.  Garcia.  Accountant 
Marla  B.  Gleason.  Office  Services  Center  Manager 
Suzanne  E.  Kerley,  Personnel  Manager 
De  Ann  M.  Mortenson,  Assistant  Personnel  Manager 
Sarah  A.  Thomas.  Accountant 

Championships 

Patricia  E.  Bork,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Championships 
Donna  J.  Noonan,  Director  of  Championships 
Dennis  L.  Poppe,  Director  of  Champimships 
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William  R.  Hancock.  Director  of  the  Division  I  Men's  Basketball 
Betsy  G.  Stephenson.  Director  of  Division  I  Men's  Basketball  Operations 
Lacy  Lee  Baker,  Associate  Director  of  Championships 
Philip  A.  Buttafuoco,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Daniel  A.  Calandro,  Assistant  Director  of  Charripionships 
Gail  D.  Hunter.  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Thomas  A.  Jacobs.  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Nancy  J.  Latimore,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Harley  W.  Lewis,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Joseph  A.  Quinlan  Jr,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Marie  T.  Tuite,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 

Communications 

David  E.  Cawood,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Communications 

James  A.  March iony,  Director  of  Communications 
John  T.  Waters,  Director  of  Ucensing 
Alfred  B  White,  Director  of  Promotion 

Kerwin  E.  Hudson,  Assistant  Director  of  Communications 
Regina  L.  McNeal.  Assistant  Director  of  Communi^tions 
James  M.  Van  Valkenburg,  Director  of  Statistics 
Cynthia  M.  Van  Matre.  Assistant  Director  of  Promotion 
James  F  Wright,  Assistant  Director  of  Communications 

Richard  M.  Campbell,  Assistant  Statistics  Coordinator 
Gary  K,  Johnson,  Assistant  Statistics  Coordinator 
John  D.  Painter,  Assistant  Statistics  Coordinator 
Sean  W.  Straziscar,  Assistant  Statistics  Coordinator 
Ronald  Schwartz,  Director,  Television  News  Service 
119  West  57th  Street,  Suite  1212,  New  York,  N.Y.  10019 

Compliance  Services 

John  H.  Leavens,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Compliance  Services 
Kevin  C.  Lennon,  Director  of  Compliance  Services 
David  A  Knopp,  Director  of  Compliance  Services 
David  R.  Brunk,  Compliance  Representative 
John  P.  Hardt.  Compliance  Representative 
Gary  F.  Karner,  Compiiance  Representative 
Charles  A.  Jones,  Compliance  Representative 
N.  Bea  Pray,  Compliance  Representative 
Robert  W.  Thomas,  Compliance  Representative 
Brenda  R.  Weare,  Compliance  Representative 

Enforcement 

S.  David  Berst,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Enforcement 
Richard  R.  Hilliard.  Director  of  Enforcement 
Mark  P.  Jones,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Janet  M.  Justus.  Director  of  Eligibility 
Robert  J.  Minmx.  Director  of  Enforcement 

2' 

Administrative  Organization  - - - — - 


Charles  E.  Smrl,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Shepard  C.  Cooper.  Enforcement  Representative 
Lisa  A.  Dailey.  Enforcement  Representative 
David  A.  Didiori,  Enforcement  Representative 
Carrie  A.  Doyle,  Enforcement  Representative 
Cynthia  J.  Gabel,  Enforcement  Representative 
Susan  E.  Glatter,  Eligibility  Representative 
Adrienne  R.  Lotson,  Enforcement  Representative 
Edward  B.  Lupomech,  Enforcement  Representative 
Arthur  J.  McAfee  III,  Enforcement  Representative 
Steven  D.  Nelson,  Enforcement  Representative 
William  S.  Saum,  Enforcement  Representative 
Stephanie  A.  Sivak,  Enforcement  Representative 
Robert  L  Stroup  III,  Enforcement  Represenfaf/Ve 
Dirk  L  Taitt,  Enforcement  Representative 
Janet  S.  Thomson,  Eligibility  Representative 
Marcella  K.  Zalot,  Eligibility  Representative 

Legislative  Services 

William  B.  Hunt,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Legislative  Services 
Richard  J.  Evrard.  Director  of  Legislative  Services 
Nancy  L.  Mitchell,  Director  of  Legislative  Services 

Robert  A.  Burton,  Legislative  Assistant 
David  N.  Chambers,  Legislative  Assistant 
Daniel  T.  Dutcher,  Legislative  Assistant 
Shane  Lyons,  Legislative  Assistant 
Stephen  A.  Mallonee.  Legislative  Assistant 
Louis  A.  Onofrio,  Legislative  Assistant 
Richard  C.  Perko.  Legislative  Assistant 
Carol  A.  Powell,  Legislative  Assistant 
Amy  L.  Privette.  Legislative  Assistant 
Mary  Beth  Redwine,  Legislative  Assistant 
Stan  Wilcox.  Legislative  Assistant 

Publishing 

Wallace  I.  Renfro,  Assistant  Executive  Director  for  Publishing 

Michael  V.  Earle,  Director  of  Publishing 
Victor  M.  Royal,  Director  of  Graphics 
Thomas  A.  Wilson,  Editor-in-Chief,  The  NCAA  News 

Timothy  J.  Lilley,  Managing  Editor,  The  NCAA  News 
J.  Gregory  Summers,  Assistant  Director  of  Publishing 

Maxine  R.  Alejos,  Circulation  Manager 
Martin  T.  Benson,  Publications  Editor 
Laura  E.  Bollig,  Publications  Editor 
Theodore  A.  Breidenthal,  Publications  Editor 
Jack  L.  Copeland,  Assistant  Editor,  The  NCAA  News 
Marlynn  R.  Jones,  Advertising  Manager,  The  NCAA  News 

_ ]99I  Convention  Proceedings 
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Lee  Newman.  Publishing  Production  Manager 
Michelle  A.  Pond.  Publications  Editor 
David  D  Smale.  Publications  Editor 

Visitors  Center/Speclal  Projects 

Bob  Sprenger,  Assistant  Executive  Director 
Will  J.  Rudd,  Director  of  the  Visitors  Center 
Jeff  Hiller.  Assistant  Director  of  the  Visitors  Cerrfer 
Kathy  Hill,  Merchandise  Manager 
Les  Drew,  Technical  Director 


Administrative  Organizaticm 


85th  Annual  Convention 
Delegates  and  Visitors 


Active  Member  Institutions 

Abilene  Christian  University;  Cecil  Eager,  David  B.  Merrell 
Adams  State  College;  William  M.  Fulkerson  Jr. 

Adclphi  University:  Michael  Givant,  Robert  E.  Hartwell 
Akron,  University  of:  James  Dennison,  Robert  Fournier,  David 
Jamison,  Dawn  Moore,  Marion  A.  Ruebel 
Alabama,  University  of,  at  Birmingham:  Joe  Davidson,  Charles  A. 

McCallum,  J.  Dudley  Pewitt,  Calli  Theisen  Sanders 
Alabama,  University  of,  Huntsville:  Paul  H.  Brand 
Alabama,  University  of,  'Riscaloosa:  Cecil  W.  Ingram,  Thomas  L. 

Jones,  Sarah  Patterson,  E.  Roger  Sayers,  Gary  White 
Alabama  A&M  University;  Betty  Kelly,  L.  Vann  Pettaway 
Alabama  State  University:  Leon  Howard,  Wallace  Maryland  Jr. 
Alaska,  University  of.  Anchorage:  Donald  F.  Behrend,  Larry  K. 

Kingry,  W,  Jack  Peterson,  Ronald  J.  Petro 
Alaska,  University  of,  Fairbanks:  Edmund  S.  Cridge,  Kip  Harmon. 

G.  Lynn  Lashbrook,  Karen  J.  Morris 
Albany,  State  University  of  New  York  University  at;  William  M 
Moore,  Patricia  A.  Rogers 

Albany  State  College  (Georgia):  Billy  C.  Black,  Wilburn  A.  Campbell 
Jr.,  Shirley  G.  Reese 

Albertus  Magnus  College:  Thomas  W.  Blake,  Larry  Wielk 
Albion  College:  Frank  Joranko 

Alcorn  State  University;  James  A.  Brooks,  Norris  A.  Edney,  Shirley 
A.  Walker,  Walter  Washington 
Alfred  University:  Eugene  Castrovillo,  Edward  G.  Coll  Jr. 
Allegheny  College:  Norman  A.  Sundstrom 
Allentown  College  of  St.  Francis  de  Sales:  Dennis  A.  Booher 
Alma  College:  Debra  Mapes 
American  International  College:  Robert  E.  Burke 
American  University;  Joseph  F.  O’Donnell 
American  University  of  Puerto  Rico;  Eddie  Gonzalez 
Amherst  College:  Peter  J.  Gooding 

Angelo  State  University:  Kathleen  Brasfield,  Ollie  S.  Cauthen,  Jerry 
Vandergriff 

Anna  Maria  College  Stephen  C.  Washkevich 

Appalachian  State  University:  Judith  Clarke,  Alan  J.  Hauser, 
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Roachel  Laney,  John  E.  Thomas  ,  .  u 

Arizona,  University  of:  Robert  Bockrath,  Cedric  W.  Dempsey,  Henry 
Koffler,  Kathleen  L.  LaRose,  Robert  W.  Sankey 
Arizona  State  University:  Lattie  F.  Coor,  Jill  DeMichele,  Herman  R. 

Frazier.  Charles  S.  Harris,  Jerry  Kingston,  John  R.  Park 
Arkansas,  University  of,  Fayetteville:  J.  Frank  Broyles,  Milton 
Copeland,  Daniel  E.  Ferritor,  Beverly  D.  Rouse,  Albert  M.  Witte 
Arkansas,  University  of.  Little  Rock;  Mike  Hamrick,  Gary  A.  Heidt, 

Bill  Walker  . 

Arkansas  State  University:  Sam  R.  Gennuso,  Eugene  W,  Smith, 
Charles  J.  Thornton 

Armstrong  State  College:  John  G.  Brewer,  Robert  A.  Burnett 
Asbury  College:  Rita  J.  Pritchett 

Ashland  College;  Fred  M.  Martinelli.  Robert  L.  Wendling 
Assumption  College:  Rita  Castagna,  Kevin  L.  Hickey 
Auburn  University;  Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Joseph  S.  Boland  III,  Buddy 
Davidson,  Hindman  Wall 
Augusta  College:  Clint  Bryant,  Mary  K.  Lisko 
Augustana  College  (Illinois);  John  R.  Far  well 
Augustuna  Collsge  (South  Dakota);  Jim  Hoinitz,  Mcl  Ki6in 
Aurora  University:  Sam  S.  Bedrosian  r 

Austin  Peay  State  University:  Gaines  Hunt,  Oscar  C.  Page,  lim  L. 
Weiser 

Averett  College:  Vesa  K.  Hiltunen 
Babson  College.  Frank  Millerick 

Baldwin-Wallace  College:  Louis  A.  Barone,  Marcia  French 
Ball  State  University:  Don  Purvis,  John  E.  Reno,  Andrea  Seger, 
John  E.  Worthen 
Barry  University:  Eddie  A.  Coletti 
Bates  College:  Suzanne  R.  Coffey,  Jeff  Schulman 
Baylor  University:  David  Guinn,  Bill  Menefee,  James  S,  Netherton 
Bellarmine  College;  Joseph  J.  McGowan  Jr.,  David  P.  O’Toole,  James 
R.  Spalding 

Bemidji  State  University:  Gerald  Norris,  Tom  Richard 
Bentley  College:  El  wood  N.  Shields,  Sandra  Thompson 
Berea  College:  Joy  Hager 
Bernard  M.  Baruch  College:  William  Eng 
Bethany  College  (West  Virginia):  Donald  D.  Turner 
Bethune-Cookman  College:  Oswald  P.  Bronson  Sr.,  Lloyd  C.  Johnson 
Binghamton,  State  University  of  New  York:  Judith  B.  Browne, 
Stephen  Erber,  Joel  Thirer  .  , 

Bloomsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Harry  Auspnch,  Mary 
Gardner,  Brian  Johnson,  Burton  Reese 
Boise  State  University:  Gene  Bleymaier,  Norman  F.  Dahm,  Carol 
Ladwig 

Boston  College;  Mary  Miller  Carson,  William  J.  Flynn.  Chester  S. 

Gladchuk,  John  F.  McCutcheon  ^  , 

Boston  University:  Larry  Fudge,  Averill  C.  Haines,  Gary  Stnckler 
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Bowdoin  College:  Sidney  J.  Watson 
Bowie  State  University:  Charles  A.  Guilford 
Bowling  Green  State  University:  Lester  E.  Barber,  Mary  Ellen 
Cloninger,  Phil  Goldstein,  John  C.  Gregory,  Ken  Kavanagh, 
Marvin  L.  Kumier,  Chuck  Nagle 

Bradley  University:  Martin  G.  Abegg,  Ron  Ferguson,  Dewey  Kalmer, 
Ron  Koperski 

Brandeis  University:  Barbara  Bickford,  Jeffrey  W,  Cohen 
Bridgewater  College  (Virginia):  Thomas  M.  Kinder 
Bridgewater  State  College  (Massachusetts):  Michael  Storey 
Brigham  Young  University:  LaVell  Edwards,  Clayne  R.  Jensen, 
Glen  C.  Tuckett,  Lu  Wallace 

Brockport  State  University  College:  Edward  M.  Matejkovic 
Brooklyn  College:  Arnold  Markoe,  Len  Roitman 
Brown  University:  David  T.  Roach,  Joan  W.  Taylor 
Bryant  College:  Arthur  H.  Boulet,  Leon  A.  Drury 
Bryn  Mawr  College:  Lisa  Boyle,  Jenepher  P.  Shillingford 
Bucknell  University:  Rosalyn  K.  Ewan,  Rick  Hartzell,  Timothy  W. 
Sweeney,  Brad  Thfts 

Buena  Vista  College:  Jim  Hershberger,  Stephen  A.  Wolf 
Buffalo  State  College:  Fred  J.  Hartrick 

Buffalo,  State  University  of  New  York:  Norman  Baker,  W.  R.  Greiner, 
Edwin  D.  Muto,  Nelson  E,  Townsend 
Butler  University:  Geoffrey  Bannister,  Donald  E.  Benbow,  Carl 
Daniels,  Richard  E.  Martin,  Bernard  Muir,  John  C.  Parry,  Mary 
Ann  Rohleder 

California,  University  of,  Berkeley:  Jack  Citrin,  John  Cummins, 
Luella  J.  Lilly,  David  L.  Maggard,  Chang-Lin  Tien 
California,  University  of,  Davis:  Pamela  L.  Gill-Fisher,  Samuel  H. 
Logan,  James  L.  Sochor 

California,  University  of,  Irvine:  Barbara  L.  Camp,  Thomas  J.  Ford, 
Lyman  W,  Porter 

California,  University  of,  Los  Angeles:  Peter  T.  Dalis,  Douglas  S. 
Hobbs,  Judith  R.  Holland,  Jim  Milhorn,  Michael  Sondheimer, 
Charles  E.  Young 

California,  University  of.  Riverside:  Lorie  Harrington,  Richard  H. 
Perry,  James  J.  Sims 

California,  University  of,  San  Diego:  Earl  W.  Edwards,  J.  Michael 
Hipp,  A.  W.  Russ,  Judith  M.  Sweet 
California,  University  of,  Santa  Barbara:  Steven  Allaback,  Alice 
Henry,  John  Kasser 

California  Institute  of  Technology:  Daniel  Bridges 
California  Lutheran  University:  Robert  Doering 
California  Polytechnic  State  University,  San  Luis  Obispo:  Frank 
Lebens,  Marilyn  McNeil,  Kendrick  W.  Walker,  Michael  Wenzl 
California  State  Polytechnic  University,  Pomona:  Keith  B.  Ehren- 
reich,  Ann  Lebedeff,  Karen  L.  Miller 
California  State  University,  Bakersfield:  Rudy  Carvajal,  Richard  W. 
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Graves,  George  B.  Hibbard 
California  State  University,  Chico:  Janet  R.  Kittell 
California  State  University,  Dominguez  Hills:  Harold  Char nof sky, 
Daniel  G.  Guerrero 

California  State  University,  Fresno:  Gary  A.  Cunningham,  John 
Easterbrook,  Alexander  Gonzalez,  Harold  H.  Haak,  Diane  Miluti- 
novich,  Peter  Si  mis 

California  State  University,  Fullerton:  Edward  0.  Carroll,  Milton  A. 

Gordon,  Leanne  Grotke,  Barbara  S.  Stone 
California  State  University,  Hayward:  Maria  DeAnda-Ramos, 
Alfred  R.  Mathews  Jr. 

California  State  University,  Long  Beach:  Karl  Anatol,  David  Bern¬ 
stein,  Kay  Don,  Corey  Johnson,  Curtis  L.  McCray 
California  State  University,  Los  Angeles:  Carol  M,  Dunn,  David 
Thomas,  Fleur  Yano 

California  State  University,  Northridge:  Judith  M.  Brame,  Don 
Brownlee,  James  W.  Cleary,  Robert  J.  Hiegert,  E.  T,  Peckham 
California  State  University,  Sacramento:  Lee  McElroy,  Robert  Taft 
Olmstead  Jr.,  Irene  Shea,  Rose  Leigh  Vines 
California  State  University,  San  Bernardino:  Joe  Bas,  David  L. 
Suenram 

California  State  University,  Stanislaus:  Joseph  T.  Donahue,  Wayne 
S.  Pierce 

California  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Paul  E.  Burd,  Janice  L. 

McConnell,  Elmo  Natali,  John  P.  Watkins 
Calvin  College:  Anthony  J.  Diekema,  Ralph  Honderd 
Cameron  University:  Don  Davis,  Jerry  Hrnciar,  Robert  L.  Ziegler 
Campbell  University:  Wendell  L.  Carr,  L.  T.  Easley  Jr.,  Norman  A. 
Wiggins 

Canisius  College:  Rev.  James  M.  Demske,  Daniel  P.  Starr 
Capital  University:  Armin  P.  Langholz,  Larry  Scheiderer 
Carleton  College:  Mylla  Urban 

Carnegie  Mellon  University:  William  F.  Elliott,  John  H.  Harvey, 
Joan  E.  Maser 

Carroll  College  (Wisconsin):  Merle  Masonholder,  Richard  Watkins 
Carthage  College:  Kevin  F.  McCarthy,  John  A.  Neuenschwander 
Case  Western  Reserve  University:  Nancy  Gray,  David  M.  Hutter, 
Patricia  B.  Kilpatrick 
Castleton  State  College:  James  A.  Zalacca 
Catholic  University:  Jone  Dowd,  Alan  R.  Platt 
Centenary  College:  Walter  C.  Stevens  Jr. 

Central  College  (Iowa):  Marjorie  Giles,  Kenneth  J.  Weller 
Central  Connecticut  State  University:  Ross  J.  Baiera,  Judith  A, 
Davidson,  Henry  S.  Enck,  Carrie  Haag,  Frank  R.  A,  Resnick 
Central  Florida,  University  of:  Steven  Altman,  William  G.  Callarman, 
Gene  McDowell,  Art  W.  Zeleznik 

Central  Michigan  University:  Russ  Herron,  David  B.  Keilitz,  Douglas 
W.  Nance,  John  Weisenburger,  Marcy  Weston 
Central  Missouri  State  University:  Ed  Elliott,  Paul  H.  Engelmann, 
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Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Susan  M.  Jacobson 
Central  State  University  (Oklahoma):  Bill  J.  Lillard,  Paul  E.  Roach, 
John  E.  Wagnon 

Centre  College:  Michael  F.  Adams,  Ray  Hammond 

Chadron  State  College:  Samuel  H.  Rankin,  Bradley  Roy  Smith 

Chaminade  University:  T.  Michael  Hogan  Jr,  Kent  M.  Keith,  Rev. 

Raymond  Malley 
Chapman  College;  David  Currey 

Charleston  Southern  University;  Howard  Bagwell,  Stephen  D. 
Hudson,  Chuck  Welty 

Cheyney  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Andrew  Hinson,  Jesse  Williams 
Chicago,  University  of:  Starkey  Duncan,  Paul  Moyer,  Rosalie  Resch, 
Lorna  P.  Straus,  Thomas  Weingartner 
Chicago  State  University:  Albert  Avant,  Barbara  J.  Farnandis 
Christopher  Newport  College:  Timothy  E.  Morgan 
Cincinnati,  University  of:  Nancy  R.  Hamant,  Marilyn  K.  ONeal, 
Garnett  Purnell,  Charles  F.  Taylor,  George  D.  Wolterman 
Citadel,  The:  Walter  Nadzak,  Col.  Gerald  L.  Runey,  Lt.  Gen.  Claudius 
E.  Watts  HI 

Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Scripps  Colleges:  John  Zinda 
Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Robert  Carlson,  Hal  R.  Wassink 
Clark  Atlanta  University;  Jean  Bell  Chandler,  Kevin  Moses 
Clark  University  (Massachusetts):  Linda  S.  Moulton 
Clarkson  University:  William  O’Flaherty 

Clemson  University;  Paul  Aaron,  Max  Lennon,  Nick  Lomak,  Dwight 
Rainey,  Robert  W.  Robinson  Jr.,  B.  J.  Skelton 
Cleveland  State  University:  John  A.  Flower,  John  Konstantinos, 
Ronald  G.  Schultz 

Coastal  Carolina  College  of  the  University  of  South  Carolina:  Ronald 
G.  Eaglin,  Edgar  L.  Green,  Andy  E.  Hendrick 
Colgate  University:  Frederick  H.  Dunlap,  Braden  Houston,  Janet  A. 
Little 

Colorado,  University  of,  Boulder:  James  N.  Corbridge  Jr.,  Peter  C. 
Dietze,  Bill  Marolt 

Colorado,  University  of,  Colorado  Springs:  Dwayne  C.  Nuzum,  Jeff 
A.  Thompson 

Colorado  Christian  University:  Charles  V.  Collins,  Frank  A.  Evans, 
Linda  T.  Rush 

Colorado  College:  Susan  Ashley,  Maxwell  F.  Taylor 
Colorado  School  of  Mines:  R.  Bruce  Allison,  John  A.  Hogan 
Colorado  State  University;  Chuck  Bell,  G.  James  Francis,  L.  Oval 
Jaynes,  Brian  Snow,  (Christine  Susemihl 
Columbia  University-Barnard  College:  Merry  Ormsby,  Alvin  R.  Paul 
Columbus  College:  Frank  D.  Brown 

Concordia  College,  Moorhead:  Carlton  Paulson,  Armin  Pipho 
Connecticut,  University  of:  Peter  Hart,  Jeff  Hathaway,  Patricia  H. 

Meiser-McKnett,  Lewis  Perkins,  Donald  E.  Rowe 
Connecticut  College:  Charles  B.  Luce 
Coppin  State  College:  Ronald  K.  DeSouza 
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Cornell  College:  David  Marker,  Ellen  Whale 
Cornell  University:  Brian  Austin,  Betsy  East,  Laing  E.  Kennedy 
Cortland  State  University  College:  Lee  Roberts 
Creighton  University:  C.  Timothy  Dickel,  George  A.  Grieb,  Rev. 
Michael  G.  Morrison,  Dick  Myers 

Dartmouth  College:  Jo  Ann  Harper,  Richard  G.  Jaeger,  Wendy  Gates 
Troxel 

Davidson  College:  M.  Terrence  Holland,  John  W.  Kuykendall, 
Sterling  T.  Martin  Jr,,  J.  B.  Stroud 
Dayton,  University  of:  R.  Elaine  Dreidame,  Bro.  Raymond  Fitz, 
Thomas  J.  Frericks,  Dennis  Gerdeman 
Delaware,  University  of:  John  L.  Burmeister,  Mary  Ann  Hitchens, 
Edgar  N.  Johnson 

Delaware  State  College:  William  B.  DeLauder,  John  C.  Martin, 
Ulysses  S.  Washington  Jr. 

Delaware  Valley  College;  John  G.  Bushick 

Delta  State  University:  Milton  L.  Bradley,  Jim  Jordan,  Mike  Robbins, 
Kent  Wyatt 

Denison  University:  Theodore  H.  Barclay,  Robin  Bartlett,  Cathy 
Benton,  F.  Trevor  Gamble 

Denver,  University  of;  Jack  McDonald,  Terrence  J.  Toy,  Diane  T. 
Wendt 

DePaul  University:  William  D.  Bradshaw,  James  Doyle,  Howard  M. 
Rubin 

DePauw  University:  Robert  G.  Bottoms,  Charles  Mays 
Detroit,  University  of:  John  Orr  Dwyer,  Patricia  Kellstrora,  Brad 
Kinsman 

Dickinson  College:  Leslie  J.  Poolman 

District  of  Columbia,  University  of:  Emma  J.  Best 

Dowling  College;  Richard  Jamison 

Drake  University:  Michael  R.  Ferrari,  Lynn  King,  Robert  MacKenzie, 
Lou  Ann  Simpson 

Drew  University:  Maureen  Horan-Pease,  Richard  E.  Szlasa 
Drexel  University:  John  Savchak,  John  Semanik,  Mary  F.  Semanik, 
Richard  Woodring 

Duke  University;  Tom  Butters,  Thomas  A.  Spragens  Jr.,  John  C. 
Weistart 

Duquesne  University:  William  P.  Buzzi,  Brian  Colieary 

Earlham  College:  Jill  Butcher,  Porter  G.  Miller,  Shanna  Nolan 
East  Carolina  University:  Charles  L.  Carr,  Dave  Hart  Jr.,  Ernest  W. 
Schwarz,  Henry  Van  Sant 

East  Stroudsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Richard  L,  DeSchnver, 
Carey  J.  Snyder 

East  Tennessee  State  University:  Ronald  E.  Beller,  Charles  E.  Clark, 
Janice  C.  Shelton 

East  Texas  State  University:  Richard  Fulkerson,  Margaret  Harbison, 
Jerry  D.  Morris 
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EaS’SSky  SnlvSy  Baug”  H.  Hanly  Funderburk 

Jr.,  Martha  Mullins 

Eastern  Mennonite  College;  Parker  William 

Eastern  Michigan  University:  John  R.  Adams,  Lucy  Par  , 

E.  Shelton,  Eugene  D.  Smith 
Eastern  Montana  College;  (paries  LeKoy 

Eastern  N a zarene  College:  Carroll  Bradley  Smartnick 

Eastern  New  Mexico  University;  B,  B.  Lees,  Wilb  •  ,  -p.  , 

Eastern  Washington  University:  Darlene  Bailey,  Kenneth  o  , 
John  Johnson.  Frank  E.  Nelson,  Ron  Raver 
Edinboro  University  of  Pennsylvania;  James  K.  McDonald 
Elizabethtown  College:  D.  Kenneth  Ober 
Elmhurst  Colleger  Allen  F.  Ackerman 

Gordon,  Katherine  U>uise 

Ei^ria'state”university:  Robert  E.  Glennen,  Wilma  Kasnic, 
William  W.  Quayle,  John  Rich 

Erskine  College;  William  W.  Lesesne  z-t  ■  >  t  Dy-,Kzii*t 

EvanTville  University  of:  James  A.  Byers,  Linda  Crick,  J.  Robert 

Knott,  James  S.  Vinson 

Fairfield  University:  Rev.  Aloysius  P.  Kelley,  Harold  Menninger. 

FaS^rDL"niversity,  Madison:  Hallie  Coben.  William  T. 

FanlelSiDickinson  University, Teaneck: Roy  Danforth,  Ann Gulino, 

FaySl'’ltam  University:  Ralph  E.  Burns,  Clarence  W^hdo  Jr  ^ 
Ferris  State  University:  Thomas  G.  Cook,  Narbet  .  t  . 

Mark  Kosciuszko  r,,  u 

Ferrum  College:  LaVerne  B.  R-  ^ 

Fisk  University;  George  Neely  Jr  McKinley  %ung 
EUrhbiirP  State  College;  Elizabeth  A.  Kruezeek 

Florida,  University  of;  William  Arnsparger  Nicholas  Cassisi,  Jeremy 

Foley  Ann  Marie  Lawler,  John  V.  Lombardi 

Florida  A&M  University;  Frederick  S.  Humphries,  Walter^ed 
Florida  Atlantic  University:  Tom  Cargill,  Anthony  James  Catanese, 
Jsck  G  Mchl 

Florida  Institute  of  Technology:  William  K.  Jurgens 
Florid  International  University:  Michael  Becker,  Richard  J.  Correnti, 
Arthur  W  Herriott,  Richard  A.  Young  ,  i  t  •  aauuv, 

Florida  Southern  College;  Robert  A-  DaWs. 

Florida  State  University:  Charles  W. 

Mand,  Lori  A.  McQueen,  Charles  B.  Reed.  Bernard  anger, 

Janice  M.  Stocker 
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Fordham  University:  Steve  Kelly,  FrancU  X.  McLaughlin.  Stanley 
For*  Hastate  University:  Edward  H.  Hammond,  Thomas  E. 

KrS  Mlrsh"leg"^  E.  Hopple,  William  A,  Mar- 

Frfnkl"e  ard  L.  Burns,  Bruce  Kirscb,  Walter  R. 

FreState  University  College:  Everett  J.  Phillips,  Thomas  E. 

T  Park 

^F^r  !.n  W.  Bonner,  John  Burns, 

John  E.  Johns,  Ray  Parher 

Gallaudet  ^  p w"lf  M.  Murphy 

SrMrn"X  tfan  A.  Collins,  Michael  G.  Emsley, 
JackE.  Kvanez  cipvp  Bilskv  Edward  A.  Caress, 

Cnlorg“university:  Adam  Brick,  Joseph  C.  Lang,  Francis  X. 

Georgki  College;  Stan  Aldridge,  John  Friedman, 

^Tctad"Sat"  j”ames  E.  Murphy  HI,  Homer  C,  Rice, 

Ge^r&l^f  Srslty^imarn^^ 

Georg^  lar&ersUy  Rick  Head,  Blaine  Hughes,  James  H, 
Maxey,  Orby  Moss  Jr.  r’Viarlp^  W  Winters 

Gettysburg  College:  Lois  Bowers  ^  joy  l.  Heritage,  E. 

Glassboro  State  College;  Kenneth  K.  t.iay,  o  y 
Theodore  Kershner 
Gonzaga  University;  John  J.  Preston 

Goueber  College:  Wilham  J^Kaiser  Robert  L.  Piper 

Grambling  State  University_  Fred  C.^Hobdy^^^^  ^ 

Smnd  vXrs“wLity:  Joan  BoaAd,  Michael  J.  Kovalchik, 
Arend  D.  Lubbers 

Greensboro  College;  Kim  A.  Strable 
Grinnell  College:  Diane  Fairchild 
Guilford  College;  J.  Philhp  Roach 
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Gustavus  Adolphus  College;  James  M.  Malmquist 


Hamilton  College:  Geraldine  S.  Knortz 
Hamline  University:  Linda  C.  Delano 
Hampden-Sydney  College:  Louis  F.  Miller 

Hampton  University:  Lenora  E.  Armstrong,  Ollie  Bowman,  Henry 
Ford.  Dennis  Thomas  , 

Hartford,  University  of:  Denise  Cohen,  C.  Donald  Cook,  Elizabeth  A. 
McDaniel 

Harlwick  College.  Kenneth  Kutler 

Harvard  University:  William  J.  Cleary  fir.,  Patricia  H.  Miller, 
Andrea  S.  Wickerham 

Haverford  College:  Penelope  C.  Hinckley,  Gregory  Kanncrstein 
Hawaii,  University  of:  Kaia  Hedlund,  Marilyn  Moniz-Kahoohano- 
hano,  Stanley  B.  Sheriff 
Hillsdale  College;  Jack  H.  McAvoy 

Hobart  and  William  Smith  Colleges:  Michael  J.  Hanna,  Ellen  J. 
Staurowsky 

Hofstra  University:  Peter  F.  Fishbein,  James  V.  Garvey,  Gmdy 
licwis,  James  M.  Shuart 
Hollins  College:  Lynda  J.  Calkins 

Holy  Cross,  College  of  the:  Rev.  John  E.  Brooks,  Ronald  S.  Perry 
Hope  College;  Raymond  E.  Smith 

Houston,  University  of:  James  R.  Benbrook,  Conrad  Colbert,  Rudy 
Davalos,  John  Jenkins 

Houston  Baptist  University:  T.  John  Alexander 
Howard  University;  Steve  Favors,  Sondra  Norrell -Thomas,  A.  B. 
Williamson 

Humboldt  State  University.  Chuck  Lindemenn 
Hunter  College;  Terry  Wansart 

Idaho,  University  of:  Kathy  D.  Clark,  W.  Harold  Godwin,  Gary 
Hunter 

Idaho  State  University;  Ken  Bothof,  Darold  H.  Chambers,  Randy 
Hoffman  .  . 

Illinois,  University  of,  Champaign:  David  L.  Chicoine,  Mildred 
Barnes  Griggs,  Stanley  O.  Ikenberry,  Karol  A.  Kahrs,  John 
Mackovic,  Robert  Todd.  Morton  W.  Weir,  Barbara  Winsett 
Illinois,  University  of,  Chicago:  Tom  Beckham,  Thomas  Russo, 
James  Schmidt 

Illinois  Benedictine  College:  Anthony  L.  LaScala 
Illinois  College;  William  A.  Anderson 

Illinois  State  University;  Linda  Herman,  Albert  Otto,  Donna  Taylor, 
Thomas  P.  Wallace.  Ronald  D.  Wellman 
Illinois  Wesleyan  University:  Barbara  Cothren 
Immaculata  College;  Lynn  Reichert 

Indiana  State  University:  C.  Sue  Davis,  Brian  D.  Faison,  John  C. 

Jessell,  Richard  G.  Landini,  Andrea  Myers 
Indiana  University,  Bloomington:  Thomas  Ehrlich,  Isabella  Hutchi- 
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son,  Elizabeth  Kurpius,  Marianne  H.  Mitchell,  Haydn  H.  Murray, 

John  W.  Ryan,  Edgar  G.  Williams  ,  ,  , 

Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania:  brank  Cignetti,  Vivian  L. 

Fuller,  Herman  L.  Sledzik,  John  D.  Welty  „  ,  ,  .  c 

Indiana  University-Purdue  University,  Fort  Wayne  ^bert  A.  Barrett 
Indianapolis,  University  of:  Kenneth  D.  Borden,  WiUiam  A  Bright 
Iona  College:  Michael  T.  Christy,  Timothy  Murray,  Rich  Petriccione 
Iowa.  University  of:  Samuel  L.  Becker.  Larry  Bruner  Chalm|^s  W. 
Elliott,  Christine  H.  B.  Grant,  David  Hartmann.  W.  Fred  Mims, 

Hunter  R.  Rawlings  HI,  Bonnie  Slatton  o  w 

Iowa  State  University  Norman  L.  Boyles, 

Crawford.  Milton  D.  Click,  J.  Elaine  Heiber,  Charles  E.  McCand- 

less,  Max  Urick  .  .  ^  j  rru  ^  r 

Ithaca  College.  Robert  C.  Deming,  Bonnie  J.  Gordon,  Thomas  G. 

Longin,  James  J.  Whalen 

Jackson  State  University:  Howard  Davis.  Sadie  Magee 
Jacksonville  State  University:  Jerry  N.  Cole,  Hope  P.  Davis,  Harold 

Jacksonville  University:  James  J.  Brady,  Donald  O.  Jacobs,  Jesse  S. 

Robertson  ,  ^  ^  d 

James  Madison  University:  Dean  Ehlers,  Janet  D.  Lucas,  William  K. 

Nelson  ^  i  • 

Jersey  City  State  College:  Lawrence  R.  Schiner  , , 

John  Carroll  University:  Anthony  DeCarlo,  James  M.  Lavin 
John  Jay  College  of  Criminal  Justice:  Susan  Garkin 
Johns  Hopkins  University;  Thomas  P.  Calder,  Ifebert  H.  Scott 
Johnson  C.  Smith  University:  Phyllis  Worthy  Dawkins,  Horace  T. 
Small 

Juniata  College:  William  F.  Berrier 
Kalamazoo  College:  Robert  L.  Kent 

Kansas,  University  of:  Del  Brinkman,  Robert  E.  Frederick,  Richard 

Kansas  State  University;  Jim  Epps,  Robert  S.  Krause,  Steve  Miller, 
Jeff  Schemmel,  Robert  R.  Snell,  Bill  Snyder,  Jon  Wefald 
Kean  College;  Patricia  Hannisch,  Glenn  Hedden 
Kearney  State  College:  Dick  Beechner,  Dayle  Fitzke,  William  R. 
Ncstcr 

Keene  State  College:  Mary  V.  Conway,  Joanne  A.  Fortunate 
Kent  State  University;  Paul  V.  Amodio,  Thomas  J.  Barber,  Judy 
Devine,  John  Robert  Quatroche  r,  n  i 

Kentucky,  University  of;  Virginia  A.  Atwood,  John  B,  Bostick, 
Kathleen  J.  DeBoer,  C.  M.  Newton,  Charles  Wethington 
Kentucky  State  University;  Charles  H.  Lambert,  Donald  W.  Lyons, 
Cassie  Osborne  Jr.,  John  T.  Wolfe 
Kentucky  Wesleyan  College:  J.  Robert  Cockrum 
Kenyon  College:  Robert  D.  Bunnell 
King’s  College:  John  J.  Dorish 
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Knox  College:  Harlan  Knosher 

Kutztown  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Irv  Hess,  David  McFarland 

La  Salle  University:  Kathleen  M.  McNally,  Robert  Mullen,  Annette 
O’Connor 

Lafayette  College:  Eve  Atkinson,  Bruce  E.  McCutcheon 
Lake  Forest  College:  Michael  E.  Dau,  Eugene  Hotchkiss  III 
Lake  Superior  State  University:  Cindy  Erickson,  James  Fallis, 
Charles  W.  Jones 

Lamar  University:  Gary  Gallup,  Larry  W.  Spradley 
Lawrence  University:  Rich  Agness 

Le  Moyne  College:  Rev.  Kevin  G.  O’Connell,  Richard  W.  Rockwell 
Lebanon  Valley  College;  Louis  A.  Sorrentino 
Lehigh  University:  Karen  Adams,  Peter  Likins,  Harvey  G.  Stengcr 
Jr.,  Joseph  D.  Sterrett 
Lehman  College:  Raymond  F.  Salvestrini  Jr. 

Lenoir-Rhyne  College:  Robert  C.  Heller,  Rufus  L.  Moretz 
Lewis  University:  Karen  Lockyer,  Dennis  F.  Rio,  Paul  Ruddy 
Liberty  University;  Chuck  Burch,  Mike  Hall 
Lincoln  Memorial  University:  Jay  Nidiffer 
Lincoln  University  (Missouri);  Lucius  Jones,  Wendell  G.  Rayburn 
Livingston  University:  Asa  N.  Green,  James  P.  Pate,  Roy  Underwood 
Livingstone  College:  Grady  Nelson,  Delano  Tucker 
Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Tien  L.  Chu  Sharon  E 
Taylor,  Craig  D.  Willis 

Ijong  Island  University-Brooklyn  Center:  Tom  Thompson 
Long  Island  University/C.  W.  Post  Campus:  Vincent  Salamonc 
Longwood  College:  William  F.  Dorrill,  Thomas  H.  Fletcher 
Loras  College;  Robert  Bierie,  Jan  Leiser 

Louisiana  State  University:  William  E.  Davis,  Joe  Dean.  Sam  B. 
Hilliard,  Billy  M.  Seay 

Louisiana  Tech  University:  Patrick  P.  Garrett,  Paul  A.  Miller.  Daniel 
D.  Reneau,  Jerry  L.  Stovall 

Louisville,  University  of;  Dennis  C.  Golden,  Dennis  J.  Golden,  Burt 
L.  Monroe  Jr.,  William  C.  Ol.sen,  Donald  C.  Swain 
Lowell,  University  of:  R.  Wayne  Edwards,  Linda  H.  Kistler 
Loyola  College  (Maryland):  James  Smith 

Loyola  Marymount  University:  Rev.  James  N.  Loughran,  Brian 
Quinn 

Loyola  University  (Illinois):  Carolyn  V.  O’Connell,  Samuel  P.  Rame- 
nofsky,  Charles  T.  Schwarz 
Luther  College:  David  T.  Nelson 
Lynchburg  College:  Jack  M.  Toms 

Macalester  College;  Kenneth  W.  Andrews 
Maine,  University  of;  Kevin  M.  White 
Maine  Maritime  Academy:  William  Mottola 
Manhattan  College:  Robert  J.  Byrnes,  Kristi  Groteke,  E.  Joseph  Lee, 
Bro.  Thomas  Scanlan 
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Manhattanville  College:  Theodore  H.  Kolva  Jr. 

Mankato  State  University:  Don  Amiot,  Georgene  Brock,  Ronald  L. 
Hybertson 

Mansfield  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Rodney  C.  Kelchner,  Roger  N. 
Maisner 

Marietta  College;  Jeanne  A.  Arbuckle 
Marist  College;  Eugene  Doris,  Kimberly  A.  Morison 
Marquette  University:  William  L.  Cords,  Rev.  Albert  J .  DiUlio,  Carla 
H.  Hay,  Tat  Shiely 

Marshall  University:  Jack  Daniels,  Dorothy  E.  Hicks,  William  Lee 
Moon  Sr. 

Mary  Baldwin  College:  Mary  Ann  Kasselmann 
Maryland,  University  of,  Baltimore  County:  Charles  R.  Brown, 
Michael  K.  Hooker,  Susan  Kitchen,  John  Kloetzel,  David  A. 
Langford,  Kathleen  G.  Zerrlaut 

Maryland,  University  of.  College  Park:  Ferdinand  A.  Geiger,  William 
E.  Kirwan,  Betty  F.  Smith 

Maryland,  University  of.  Eastern  Shore:  Henry  M.  Brooks,  Hallie  E. 
Gregory,  William  P.  Hytche 

Maryville  College  (Missouri):  Lonnie  Folks,  David  R.  Pierce 
Maryville  College  (Tennessee):  Richard  I.  Ferrin 
Massachusetts,  University  of,  Amherst;  David  C.  Bischoff,  Frank  P. 

Mclnerney,  Aloysius  Rufe,  Elaine  Sortino,  Harold  J.  VanderZwaag 
Massachusetts,  University  of,  Boston:  Mary  R.  Barrett 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology:  Jane  Betts,  Royce  N.  Flippin 


Jr. 


McNeese  State  University:  Tommy  E.  Bogle,  Robert  G.  Hayes,  Robert 
Hebert 

Medgar  Evers  College:  Roy  Anderson 

Memphis  State  University:  Thomas  G.  Carpenter,  Charles  Cavag- 
naro,  James  H.  Cook,  Lee  Fowler,  Lynn  Parkes,  Jim  Smith, 
Timothy  L.  Sumner,  Nicholas  L.  White 
Mercer  University:  R.  Kirby  Godscy,  Benjamin  S.  Kelley,  Bobby  Pope 
Mercy  College;  Neil  D.  Judge 
Mercyhurst  College;  Peter  J.  Russo 

Merrimack  College;  Bruce  Baker,  Robert  M.  DeGregorio  Jr. 


Mesa  State  College;  Jay  Jefferson 

Messiah  College;  Layton  Shoemaker 

Metropolitan  State  College  of  Denver;  William  Helman 

Miami,  University  of  (Florida):  Paul  Dee,  Edward  T.  Foote  II,  L. 


Douglas  Johnson 

Miami  University  (Ohio);  Darrell  D.  Hedric,  Harold  W.  Jasper,  R.  C. 

Johnson,  Paul  G.  Pearson,  Karen  Womack 
Michigan,  University  of:  Percy  Bates,  George  W.  Hoey,  Douglas 
Kahn,  Jeff  Long,  Jack  P.  Weidenbach 
Michigan  State  University:  John  A.  DiBiaggio,  Michael  L.  Kasavana, 
Judith  T.  Levy,  Kathy  Lindahl,  George  Perles,  Clarence  Under¬ 
wood  J  r. 

Michigan  Technological  University:  Bert  K.  Whitten,  J.  Richard  Yeo 
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Jelsil  Wam“  Hayes,  John  E.  Stanford. 

Middlebury  College;  G.  Thomas  Lawson 

Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Tom  Burns.  Gene  A  Car- 

Millsaps  College:  George  M.  Harmon,  Bob  King 

Minnesota,  University  of,  Twin  Cities:  Richard  M.  Bay,  Elayne  M 

&;  H--’  O'-: 

Mississippi  Col  ego:  John  W  l,cgg,  John  M,  Williams 
Miwissippi  State  University:  Nan  Baker,  David  C.  Boles  Walter  R 

New,win.  UrryO.  Templeton,  Donald  WZacharias  ’  '  ' 

Mississippi  University  for  Women:  Jo  Spearman 

WmS'rn^'rSortin Oh-'aa 

"’wgref&^.SKl"  OaH 

'^'Sl.XrA‘y^'ker“'“  0-Sa  A. 

Missouri,  University  of,  Rolla;  Martin  C.  Jischke 

cSl'aZit  0“-  Silvester, 

’^THlrelT’’'''"  Wayne 

Missouri  Western  State  College:  Ed  B.  Harris 

MagduSnXrUn^  Sa-el  H. 

'’wMtaMooT&?NS5e”®' 

Vi‘rg“  faTuM .  Edward  L.  Hanson, 

Montclair  State  College:  Holly  Gera,  Gregory  L.  Loekard 

MoI?hMd  S’  l'?i  '’■  S®'™’  H-  Martin 

K^P^s  University:  C.  Nelson  Grote,  Steve  Hamilton,  Keith 

Morehouse  College:  Arthur  J.  McAfee  Jr 

Braxton, GeorgeCarter,  Raymond 

Morningside  College:  Bernard  F.  Cooper,  Sharon  Ocker 
Morris  Brown  College;  Greg  Thompson 

MnnnJ  5”  M  ®  Laurie  Priest 

Mnimf  n  n  UoH^e  (Maryland):  J.  Thomas  Balistrere 
Mount  Union  College:  TVuman  D.  Tbrnquist 
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Muhlenberg  College:  Ralph  Kirchenheiter 

Murray  State  University:  Karl  F.  Hussung,  Ronald  J.  Kurth,  Bill 
Rayburn,  Margaret  Simmons,  Michael  D.  Strickland 

Nazareth  College  (New  York):  William  H.  Carey 
Nebraska,  University  of,  Lincoln;  Don  Bryant,  Robert  S.  Devaney, 
Barbara  A.  Hibner,  Martin  A.  Massengale,  James  O'Hanlon,  Tom 
Osborne,  A1  Papik 

Nebraska,  University  of,  Omaha:  Connie  J.  Claussen,  Robert  F. 
Gibson 

Nevada,  University  of,  Las  Vegas:  Paul  E.  Burns,  Dennis  Finfrock, 
Christina  L.  Kunzer,  Jaina  Preston 
Nevada,  University  of,  Reno:  Chris  Ault,  Joseph  N.  Crowley,  Chris¬ 
topher  H.  Exline 

New  Hampshire,  University  of:  Gilbert  Chapman,  John  H.  Lawson, 
Dale  F.  Nitzschke,  David  O’Connor,  Judith  L.  Ray 
New  Jersey  Institute  of  Technology;  Paul  C.  Hausser 
New  Mexico,  University  of:  L.  F.  Diehm,  Linda  K.  Estes,  E.  Newton 
Jackson,  R.  Gary  Ness,  Richard  E.  Peck,  Adolph  C.  Plummer 
New  Mexico  State  University:  Karen  Fey,  James  T.  Fisher,  Albert  T. 
Gonzales,  James  E.  Halligan 

New  Orleans,  University  of:  H.  Hugh  Floyd,  Ronald  J.  Maestri, 
Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien,  Donald  A.  Pekarek 
New  Paltz  State  University  (jollege:  Alice  Chandler 
New  Rochelle,  College  of:  Kathleen  LeVache 
New  York,  City  College  of:  Paul  Bobb 
New  York  Institute  of  Technology:  Clyde  Doughty  Jr. 

New  York  Maritime  College,  State  University  of;  James  Migli 
New  York  University:  Barnett  W.  Hamberger,  Jack  E.  Peckett, 
Daniel  E.  Quilty 

Niagara  University:  Michael  Jankowski,  Very  Rev.  Brian  J.  O’Connell 
Nicholls  State  University:  Mike  Knight 
Nichols  College:  Thomas  Cafaro 

Norfolk  State  University:  William  L.  Price,  P.  La  Verne  Sweat 
North  Adams  State  College:  Catherine  A.  Tisinger,  Joseph  Zavattaro 
North  Alabama,  University  of:  Bill  Jones,  Robert  L.  Potts,  Robert  E. 
Stephenson 

North  Carolina,  University  of,  Asheville:  Timothy  J.  Dillon,  Valerie 
M.  Lemoignan,  Robert  D.  Yearout 
North  Carolina,  University  of.  Chapel  Hill:  Richard  A.  Baddour,  Jeff 
Elliott,  Paul  Hardin,  Richard  G.  Hiskey,  Beth  Miller,  John  D. 
Swofford 

North  Carolina,  University  of,  Charlotte:  Judy  W.  Rose,  Chip  Smith, 
Thomas  C.  Tiirner,  J.  H.  Woodward 
North  Carolina,  University  of,  Greensboro:  James  H.  Allen,  Nelson 
E.  Bobb,  Fred  L.  Drake,  David  B.  Knight,  William  E.  Moran, 
James  R.  Wyatt, 

North  Carolina,  University  of,  Wilmington:  William  J.  Brooks, 
Charles  L.  Cahill,  David  K.  Miller,  James  C.  Sabella 
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North  Carolina  A&T  State  University:  Willie  J.  Burden,  Edward  B 
Fort,  James  A.  Williams  Jr. 

North  Carolina  Central  University;  Les  Brinson,  Christopher  T. 
Fisher,  TVronza  R.  Richmond 

North  Carolina  State  University:  Arthur  W.  Cooper,  Nora  Lynn 
Finch,  Eric  Hyman,  Jim  Miller,  Larry  K.  Monteith,  Arthur 
Padilla,  Richard  Sheridan,  Todd  Thrner 
North  Carolina  Wesleyan  College:  C.  Michael  Fox,  Donald  L.  Scalf 
North  Central  College:  Walter  J,  Johnson,  Richard  Wilders 
North  Dakota,  University  of:  Dave  Gunther,  George  W.  Schubert, 
Terry  Wan  less 

North  Dakota  State  University:  Lynn  Dorn,  Allan  G.  Fischer,  Dan 
Summy 

North  Park  College;  Jerry  Chaplin 

North  Texas,  University  of:  J.  Gail  Curry,  Alfred  F.  Hurley,  Peter  B. 
Lane,  John  Thornton 

Northeast  Louisiana  University:  Maynard  M.  Dolecheck,  Benny 
Hollis,  Dwight  D.  Vines 

Northeast  Missouri  State  University.  Alan  R.  Graham,  Walter  H. 
Ryle,  Cheryl  TVicker 

Northeastern  Illinois  University:  K.  Dale  DeVille,  Lynn  Gaziano, 
Dennis  J.  Keihn 

Northeastern  University:  Kristin  L.  Burns,  Irwin  Cohen,  Philip  T. 
Crotty,  Charles  S.  Farrell,  Pamela  Gutlon,  Richard  Lapchick, 
Keith  L.  Lee,  Robert  W.  McCabe,  Pamela  Nichols,  Jeanne  Rowlands 
Northern  Arizona  University:  Eugene  M.  Hughes,  Tom  Jurich.  Kelly 
Patton 

Northern  Colorado,  University  of:  Robert  C.  Dickeson,  Rosemary  Fri, 
Robert  L.  Heiny,  Robert  A.  Oliver 

Northern  Illinois  University:  Robert  J.  Brigham,  Cary  Groth,  Keith 
Hackett,  John  E.  La  Tourette,  Tom  Mitchell,  Gerald  K.  O’Dell, 
Nancy  M.  Vedral 

Northern  Iowa,  University  of:  Gary  A.  Barta,  Robert  A.  Bowlsby, 
John  Conner,  Jack  D.  Wilkinson,  Sandra  C.  Williamson 
Northern  Kentucky  University:  Leon  E.  Boothe,  Jane  Meier 
Northern  Michigan  University:  James  B.  Appleberry,  Richard  B. 

Comley,  Harold  Dorf,  Barbara  J.  Patrick,  R.  Thomas  Peters  Jr. 
Northwest  Missouri  State  University:  Virgil  Albertini,  Sherri  Reeves 
Northwestern  State  University  (Louisiana):  Robert  A.  Alost,  Joseph 
E.  Costinc,  TVnes  Hildebrand,  Jerry  Pierce,  Craig  Rex,  Gregory 
Sankey 

Northwestern  University:  Sandy  Barbour,  Bruce  A.  Corrie,  Frederick 
Hemke,  Betsy  J.  Mosher.  Candy  S.  Reynolds,  Arnold  R.  Weber 
Notre  Dame,  College  of  (Maryland):  Donna  M.  Ledwin 
Notre  Dame,  University  of:  Rev.  E.  William  Beauchamp,  Brian 
Boulac,  Melissa  L.  Conboy,  Kate  Halischak,  Joe  O’Brien,  Richard 
A.  Rosenthal 

Oakland  University:  Paul  E.  Hartman,  Glenn  A.  Jackson 
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Oberlin  College:  Nelson  de  Jesus,  James  E.  Foels,  Patrice  A. 
Milkovich 

Occidental  College;  Ralph  L.  Amey,  Lynn  Pacala  Mehl 
Oglethorpe  University:  Jack  M.  Berkshire 
Ohio  Northern  University  Donn  Bennice,  Sheila  K.  Wallace 
Ohio  State  University:  Phyllis  J.  Bailey,  James  L.  Jones,  Carol  W. 
Kennedy,  Bill  Myles 

Ohio  University:  James  Bruning,  Mark  Eisengrein,  Robert  Kline, 
Harold  N.  McElhaney,  Peggy  J.  Pruitt,  Shirley  Slater 
Ohio  Wesleyan  University:  Justin  Kronewetter,  John  A.  Martin, 
David  L.  Warren 

Oklahoma,  University  of:  Donnie  Duncan,  Daniel  G.  Gibbens,  Gary 
Gibbs,  Richard  1..  Van  Horn,  Ronald  E.  Watson 
Oklahoma  State  University:  James  Garner,  Gerald  M.  Lage,  Marty 
Sargent 

Old  Dominion  University:  Mikki  Flowers,  Paul  L.  Heine,  James 
Jarrett,  James  V.  Koch,  Bob  Moorman 
Olivet  College:  Jill  Stephenson 

Oregon,  University  of:  Myles  Brand.  Bill  Byrne,  Gary  Gray,  James 
M.  O’Fallon,  Barbara  Walker 

Oregon  State  University;  Dutch  Baughman,  John  V.  Byrne,  Patricia 
M.  Drapela,  Robert  P'rank 
Oswego  State  University  College:  Charles  Davis 
Otterbein  College:  Elmer  W.  Yoest 

Pace  University:  Chris  Bledsoe 

Pacific,  University  of  the:  Bill  L.  Atchley,  Donald  W.  Bryan,  Edward 
Leland 

Paine  College:  Ronnie  O.  Spry 

Parks  College  of  St.  Louis  University:  Gerald  D.  Kurfman,  Robert  T. 
Spicer 

Pembroke  State  University:  William  H.  Dean,  Joseph  B.  Oxendine, 
Ray  Pennington 

Pennsylvania,  University  of:  D.  Elton  Cochran-Fikes,  Nicholas  D. 
Constan  Jr.,  J.  Stevens  Hurlbut,  Paul  R.  Rubincam  Jr.,  Carolyn  J. 
Schlie 

Pennsylvania  State  University;  John  J.  Coyle,  Tim  Curley,  Elizabeth 
L.  Fahey,  Steve  A.  Garban,  Joseph  V.  Paterno,  Ellen  L.  Perry, 
Susan  Delaney  Scheetz,  Herbert  Schmidt,  James  I.  Tarman,  Joab 
L.  Thomas 

Pennsylvania  State  University-Behrend  College:  John  N.  Grode, 
Herbert  J.  Lauffer,  John  M.  Lilley 
Pepperdine  University:  John  G.  Watson,  Wayne  Wright 
Philadelphia  College  of  Textiles  and  Science:  Henry  R.  Taylor 
Pittsburg  State  University:  Ellen  Carter,  Glen  D.  McLaren,  William 
0.  Samuels,  Donald  Wilson 

Pittsburgh,  University  of:  W.  Dean  Billick,  John  W.  Blanton,  John  O. 
Bolvin,  Edward  E.  Bozik,  Bill  Bryant,  Donna  Sanft,  Carol  J. 
Sprague 
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Plattsburg  State  University  College:  Peter  P.  Luguri,  Charles  0. 
Warren 

Plymouth  State  College:  Stephen  R.  Bamford 
Pomona-Pitzer  Colleges:  Curtis  W.  Tong 
Portland,  University  of:  Joseph  A.  Etzel 

Portland  State  University:  Robert  W.  Lockwood,  Roy  Love,  Randy 
Nordlof 

Prairie  View  A&M  University:  Ronald  D.  Beard,  Julius  W.  Becton 
Jr.,  Nancy  V.  White 

Princeton  University:  Amy  Campbell,  Samuel  C.  Howell,  Robert  J. 
Myslik,  Thomas  H,  Wright 

Providence  College:  John  M.  Marinatto,  Patricia  D.  Nichol.  Mark 
Nowel 

Purdue  University:  Steven  C.  Beering,  Martha  O.  Chiscon,  Joni 
Comstock,  George  S.  King  Jr.,  Philip  E  Nelson,  Glenn  Tompkins. 
Bill  Trujillo 

Queens  College  (New  York):  Richard  Wettan 
Queens  College  (North  Carolina):  Dale  Layer 

Radford  University:  Greig  Denny.  Butch  Gunter.  Chuck  Taylor 
Ramapo  College:  Kenneth  McBryde 

Randolph-Macon  College:  Theodore  S.  Keller,  Helmut  Werner 
Redlands,  University  of:  James  R.  Appleton,  Jane  Jacobs,  Greg 
Warzccka 

Regis  College  (Colorado):  Tom  Dedin 

Regis  College  (Massachusetts):  Judith  W.  Burling 

Rensselaer  Polytechnic  Institute:  Robert  F.  Ducatte 

Rhode  Island,  University  of:  McKinley  Boston,  Albert  H.  Taubman 

Rhode  Island  College:  William  M.  Baird 

Rhodes  College:  Mike  Clary 

Rice  University:  James  A.  Castaneda,  Alan  J.  Chapman,  Jim 
Harris,  Martha  E.  Hawthorne,  John  R.  May,  George  Rupp 
Richmond,  University  of:  Harold  W.  Babb.  Charles  S.  Boone 
Rider  College:  Martin  P.  Devlin  III,  J.  Barton  Luedeke,  Alan  R. 

Sumutka,  Viola  Udy 
Roanoke  College:  M.  Scott  Allison 

Robert  Morris  College:  Robert  D.  McBee,  Edward  A,  Nicholson, 
Robert  W.  Norberg 

Rochester,  University  of.  Jeffrey  Vennell 

Rochester  Institute  of  Technology:  Terence  C.  Morrill,  Fred  W.  Smith, 
liOuis  W.  Spiotti 

Rockford  C)ollege:  William  F.  Langston 

Roger  Williams  College:  Dwight  F.  Datcher 

Rollins  College:  Rita  Bornstein,  Ed  Borsoi,  Gordon  E.  Howell 

Rose-Hulman  Institute  of  Technology:  William  M.  Welch 

Rust  College:  Ishmell  H.  Edwards 

Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick:  Frederick  E.  Gruninger,  Francis 
L.  Lawrence,  Malcolm  G.  McLaren,  Paul  R.  Vitek,  Joe  Whiteside 
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Rutgers  University,  Newark:  John  K.  Adams,  Florence  A.  Labenski, 
James  H.  Ramsey 

Sacred  Heart  University:  Henry  W.  Krell 

Saginaw  Valley  State  University:  Robert  T.  Becker,  George  W. 
Eastland  Jr. 

St.  Anselm  College:  Theodore  S.  Paulauskas 
St.  Augustine’s  College:  Wanzo  F.  Hendrix 
St.  Benedict,  College  of:  Carol  Howe-Veenstra 
St.  Bonaventure  University:  Very  Rev.  Neil  J.  O’Connell,  Lawrence 
J.  Weise 

St.  Cloud  State  University:  Arthur  F.  Grachek,  Morris  Kurtz 
St.  Francis  College  (New  York):  Carlo  TVamontozzi 
St.  Francis  College  (Pennsylvania):  Christian  R.  Oravec,  Frank 
Pergolizzi 

St.  John  Fisher  College:  l..arry  D.  Roper 

St.  John's  University  (New  York):  George  R.  Bisacca,  Margaret 
Mary  Fitzpatrick,  John  W.  Kaiser,  Richard  J.  Krempecki,  Kathleen 
Meehan 

St.  Joseph’s  College  (Indiana):  Frederick  R.  Berger,  Bill  J.  Hogan 
St.  Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania):  Don  J.  Di Julia 
St.  Lawrence  University:  Robert  J.  Sheldon 
St.  Leo  College:  Norman  D.  Kaye 

St.  Louis  University:  Ted  Hodgson,  Michael  J.  Ross,  Katie  Weismiller, 
Deborah  Yow 

St.  Mary’s  College  (California):  Richard  Mazzuto,  William  McLeod 

St.  Mary’s  College  (Indiana):  Jo-Ann  E.  Nester 

St.  Mary’s  College  (Minnesota):  Linda  Anderson 

St.  Mary’s  College  of  Maryland:  Cozette  R.  Wallace 

St.  Michael’s  College:  Edward  P.  Markey 

St.  Norbert  College:  Larry  Van  Alstine 

St.  Olaf  College:  Gary  Wicks 

St.  Paul’s  College;  Sunday  A.  Adesuyi,  Harold  L.  Williams 
St.  Peter’s  College:  William  A.  Stein 
St.  Rose,  College  of;  Catherine  C.  Haker 
St.  Scholastica,  College  of:  Kevin  C.  Snyder 

St.  Thomas,  University  of  (Minnesota):  Jo  Ann  Andregg,  Frank 
Mach 

Salem  State  College;  John  D.  Galaris 

Salisbury  State  University:  Cheryl  Ish,  William  E.  Lide 

Salve  Regina  College:  Lynn  Sheedy 

Sam  Houston  State  University:  Martin  J.  Anisman,  Robert  L.  Case, 
Tom  Davis,  Bobby  K.  Marks 
Samford  University:  Stephen  C.  Allgood 
San  Diego,  University  of;  Thomas  F.  Burke,  Thomas  lannacone 
San  Diego  State  University:  Jayne  Hancock,  Don  Kaverman,  James 
G.  Malik.  Fred  L.  Miller 

San  Francisco,  University  of:  Sandee  L.  Hill,  Carmen  Jordan-Cox, 
Donald  F.  McLaughlin 
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San  Francisco  State  University:  Susann  Novalis,  William  E.  Partlow 
San  J ose  State  University:  Thomas  Brennan,  Gail  Fullerton,  Charles  ' 
Whitcomb,  Mary  M.  Zimmerman  I 

Santa  Clara  University:  James  I.  Briggs,  Amy  E.  Hackett,  Thomas  { 
J.  O'Connor  * 

Savannah  State  College:  William  R.  Davis  Sr.  | 

Scranton,  University  of:  Gary  N.  Wodder 
Seattle  Pacific  University:  Keith  R.  Phillips,  Jim  Sterk 
Seton  Hall  University:  George  P.  Browne.  Sue  C.  Dilley,  Laurence  C. 

Keating  Jr.,  Rev.  Thomas  R.  Peterson 
Shaw  University:  Dianthia  M.  Ford,  Ernest  L.  Pickens,  William  M. 
Spann 

Shepherd  College:  J.  Michael  Jacobs 

Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Anthony  F.  Ceddia,  Jane 
Goss,  C.  William  Knerr,  C.  Robert  Orndorff,  James  G.  Pribula 
Siena  College:  William  J.  Kirsch,  William  McConville 
Simmons  College:  Sheila  Brown 
Simpson  College:  Ian  Grover,  John  F.  Sirianni 
Skidmore  College:  Tim  Brown,  Matthew  P.  Galvin 
Slippery  Rock  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Robertha  Abney,  Robert 
N.  Aebersold,  William  C.  Lennox 

Smith  College:  Linda  C.  Hackett  ' 

Sonoma  State  University:  Ralph  Barkey  ' 

South,  University  of:  Mary  Susan  L.  Cushman,  Willard  Huyck  ; 

South  Alabama,  University  of:  Joe  Gottfried,  Hal  Williams  ' 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  at  Aiken:  Jay  Lisk,  Douglas  R. 
Warrick 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  Columbia:  Sterling  R.  Brown,  King 
Dixon  II,  William  F.  Putnam 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  at  Spartanburg:  Daniel  Codespoti, 
Thomas  G.  Pucci,  Olin  B.  Sansbury  Jr. 

South  Carolina  State  College;  Oscar  P.  Butler  Jr.,  Willie  E.  Jeffries, 

Albert  E.  Smith 

South  Dakota,  University  of:  Jack  F.  Doyle,  George  R.  Horner,  Mary 
Mock 

South  Dakota  State  University:  Mylo  A.  Hellickson,  Fred  M.  Oien  , 

South  Florida,  University  of:  Francis  T.  Borkowski,  Paul  S.  Griffin 
Stewart  W.  Schneller 

Southampton  Campus  of  Long  Island  University:  Mary  E.  Topping  e 

Southeast  Missouri  State  University;  Joseph  H.  Low  Jr.,  Richard  A.  ! 

McDuffie 

Southeastern  Louisiana  University:  Billy  Bond,  Bob  Butler.  Tom 
Douple,  G.  Warren  Smith 

Southeastern  Massachusetts  University;  John  R.  Brazil,  Robert  A. 

Dowd 

Southern  California,  University  of:  Margaret  Gatz,  Barbara  A. 

Hedges,  Edward  Lawler,  Michael  B.  McGee,  James  H.  Zumberge 
Southern  Colorado,  University  of:  Patrick  Bottini,  Larry  Thomas 
Southern  Connecticut  State  University:  Michael  J.  Adanti,  Ix)uise 
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Albrecht,  Raymond  W.  DeFrancesco,  Lawrence  E.  Fitzgerald, 
Anthony  Martone 

Southern  Illinois  University  at  Carbondale;  John  J.  Cody,  Jim  Hart, 
Charlotte  West 

Southern  Illinois  University,  Edwardsville:  James  R.  Buck,  Cynthia 
Jones,  John  Meisel 

Southern  Indiana,  University  of:  Larry  Arp,  Donald  D.  Bennett, 
Charles  J.  Bertram 

Southern  Maine,  University  of:  Remo  H.  Riciputi 
Southern  Methodist  University:  Kyle  O’Brien,  A,  Kenneth  Pye,  C. 
Paul  Rogers  HI 

Southern  Mississippi,  University  of:  Tom  Estes,  Ralph  N.  Floyd  Jr., 
Aubrey  K.  Lucas,  Louis  Marciani,  H.  C.  McLellan,  Sidney  E. 
Weatherford 

Southern  University,  Baton  Rouge:  Marino  H.  Casern,  Robert  H. 
Cobbins,  Dolores  R.  Spikes 

Southern  Utah  State  College:  Kathryn  Berg,  Jack  Bishop,  David  R. 

Braegger,  Michael  Richards,  Gerald  R.  Sherratt 
Southwest  Baptist  University:  John  A.  Bryant,  Gary  DeBauche, 
James  L.  Sells 

Southwest  Missouri  State  University:  Sarah  Bickel,  Larry  L.  George, 
Marshall  Gordon,  Bill  O’Neill,  Gregory  P.  Onstot,  Bill  Rowe, 
Mary  Jo  Wynn 

Southwest  Texas  State  University:  Michael  Abbott,  Billy  M.  Miller, 
Jerome  H.  Supple 

Southwestern  Louisiana,  University  of:  Louie  Alford,  Ray  P.  Authe- 
ment,  Gerard  L.  St.  Martin 

Springfield  College:  Bridget  Belgiovine,  Edward  Bilik,  John  C.  Cox 
Stanford  University:  Alan  A.  Cummings,  Cheryl  L.  Levick,  Jerry  I. 
Porras 

Staten  Island,  College  of:  Joseph  Barresi 

Stephen  F.  Austin  State  University:  Jimmy  Allison,  Sadie  Allison, 
Matt  Fenley,  Harold  G.  Hill,  Steve  McCarty,  Baker  Pattillo 
Stetson  University:  Robert  J.  Jacoby,  Elizabeth  J.  Schumaker 
Stevens  Institute  of  Technology:  Frank  Rotunda 
Stockton  State  College:  G.  Larry  James 

Stony  Brook,  State  University  of  New  York:  Paul  J.  Dudzick,  Sandra 
R.  Weeden 

Suffolk  University:  James  E.  Nelson 
Susquehanna  University:  Donald  Harnum 

Swarthmore  College:  Sue  Davis,  Gaile  Rockey,  Robert  E.  Williams 
Sweet  Briar  College:  Bonnie  Kestner 

Syracuse  University:  David  H.  Bennett,  John  J.  Crouthamel,  Louis 
G.  Marcoccia,  Doris  R.  Soladay 

Tampa.  University  of:  G.  Jeffrey  Klepfcr,  Bruce  A  Samson,  Bill  L. 
Wall 

Temple  fJniversity:  Joseph  W.  Marshall,  Milt  Richards,  Charles 
Theokas,  Miechelie  O.  Willis 
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Tennessee,  University  of,  at  Chattanooga:  Gene  Ezell,  Edward  G. 

Farrell.  Frederick  W.  Obear,  Paul  J.  Watson 
Tennessee,  University  of,  Knoxville:  Mitch  Barnhart,  Joan  C. 
Cronan,  Douglas  A.  Dickey,  Joseph  E.  Johnson,  David  Lee, 
Malcolm  C.  Mclnnis  Jr.,  John  Quinn,  Philip  A.  Scheurer 
Tennessee,  University  of,  at  Martin:  Ernest  W.  Blythe  Jr.,  Phillip  W. 

Dane,  Bettye  Giles,  Don  McLeary.  Margaret  N.  Perry 
Tennessee  State  University;  Augustus  Bankhead,  George  W.  Cox, 
Bernard  G.  Crowell,  William  Thomas 
Tennessee  Technological  University:  Thurston  E.  Banks,  David  L. 
Larimore,  Angelo  A.  Volpe 

Texas,  University  of,  at  Arlington:  William  C.  Bibb,  Wendell  H. 

Nedderman,  Bill  ^eves.  Bill  Ross 
Texas,  University  of,  at  Austin:  DeLoss  Dodds,  Beverly  Hadaway, 
Craig  Helwig,  Donna  A.  Lopiano,  James  W.  Vick,  James  G. 
Worley 

Texas,  University  of,  at  El  Paso:  Bradford  W.  Hovious,  Maxine  V. 
Neill -Johnson,  Robert  D.  Tollen 

Texas,  University  of.  Pan  American:  Sam  R.  Odstrcil,  Jerry  L. 
Pulley 

Texas,  University  of,  at  San  Antonio:  Ernest  DeWinne,  Daniel  0. 

Hogenauer,  Bobby  Thompson 
Texas  A&I  University:  Mike  Chandler,  Pence  Dacus 
Texas  A&M  University;  Thomas  W.  Adair,  John  David  Crow, 
William  H,  Mobley,  Karl  P.  Mooney,  Tedi  Zalesky 
Texas  Christian  University:  Carolyn  Dixon,  Joseph  W.  Helmick,  Mel 
Thomas,  William  E.  TVicker,  Frank  Windegger 
Texas  Southern  University:  Willie  Criddle,  Porter  Robinson  Jr.,  W. 
Curtis  Williams 

Texas  Tech  University:  T.  Jones,  Robert  W.  Lawless,  Jeannine 
McHaney,  Taylor  McNeel,  Robert  M.  Sweazy 
Texas  Woman’s  University;  Katherine  I.  Dieringer,  Glenda  Kramer, 
G.  Ann  Uhlir,  Frank  Vitro 
Thiel  College:  Dale  A.  Liston 
Thomas  More  College:  Vic  Clark,  Jack  Wells 
Toledo,  University  of:  Allen  R.  Bohl,  Peter  Fields,  Frank  E.  Horton, 
James  M.  Klein,  Tim  Selgo,  Mamie  W.  Swift 
Towson  State  University:  Bill  Hunter,  Nance  Reed,  Hoke  L.  Smith, 
Sally  Souris,  Jay  Stanley 
Trenton  State  College:  Kevin  A.  McHugh 

Trinity  College  (Connecticut);  Richard  J.  Hazelton,  Robin  Sheppard 
TVinity  University  (Texas):  Scott  T.  Chapman,  Gene  Norris 
Troy  State  University:  Fred  B.  Davis,  Doug  Patterson,  Robert  E. 
Stewart 

Thfts  University:  Rocco  J.  Carzo 

TUlane  University:  Milton  Fingerman,  Tom  Peters,  Gary  R.  Roberts 
Thlsa,  University  of:  Bradley  K.  Beasley,  Diane  Dickman,  Rick 
Dickson,  Robert  H.  Donaldson,  Barry  A.  Kinsey,  Dale  McNamara 
Tuskegee  University;  Sherman  Jones,  James  A.  Martin 

46 _ J99I  Convention  Proceedings 


U.S.  Air  Force  Academy:  James  C.  Andrus,  Col.  John  J.  Clune,  Col. 

Ruben  A.  Cubero,  Ken  Schweitzer 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  Academy:  Chuck  Mills 
U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy:  Susan  Petersen  Lubow 
U.S.  Military  Academy:  Brig.  Gen.  Gerald  E.  Galloway,  Capt.  Sally 
Jo  Hall,  Lt.  Gen.  Dave  R.  Palmer,  Col.  Albert  Vanderbush 
U.S.  Naval  Academy:  Jack  Lengyel.  Richard  D.  Mathieu 
Union  College  (New  York):  Richard  S.  Sakala 
Upper  Iowa  University:  Mike  McCready,  Doug  McReynolds 
Upsala  College:  Michael  J.  Walsh 
Ursinus  College:  Adele  P.  Boyd 

Utah.  University  of:  Fern  Gardner,  Larry  R.  Gerlach,  Christopher  P. 

Utah  State  University:  E.  Kaye  Hart,  Michael  Parent,  Rod  Theller 
Utica  College:  Michael  K.  Simpson,  James  A.  Spartano 


Valdosta  State  College;  Tommy  J.  Thomas,  Charles  R.  TVeker 
Valparaiso  University:  Bruce  Berner,  Alan  F.  Harre,  William  L. 
S  i  nbiTC  cli6  r 

Vanderbilt  University:  John  W.  Cropp,  Van  A.  Hollaway,  Paul  J. 
Hoolahan,  Charles  A.  Kiesler,  June  Stewart,  Robert  C.  Vowels  Jr., 
Joe  B.  Wyatt 

Vassar  College:  Valerie  Cushman,  Andrew  M.  Jennings 
Vermont,  University  of:  Rosalind  E.  Andreas,  Richard  A.  Farnham, 
Sally  Guerette,  Denis  E.  Lambert 
Villanova  University:  Ted  Aceto,  Mary  Anne  Dowling,  Ryan  N. 
Pifi0st 

Virginia,  University  of:  John  T.  Casteen  III,  W.  James  Copeland,  D. 
Alan  Williams 

Virginia  Commonwealth  University:  Deborah  L.  Cowles,  Alfreeda 
Goff,  Richard  L.  Sander,  Eugene  P.  Trani 
Virginia  Military  Institute:  Davis  Babb,  Col.  Thomas  W.  Davis,  John 
W.  Knapp 

Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute:  David  T.  Braine,  Stephen  J.  Horton, 
Sharon  L.  McCloskey,  James  D.  McComas,  James  I.  Robertson  Jr. 
Virginia  State  University:  Leon  W.  Bey,  Patrick  Carter,  Arnold  R. 
Henderson 

Virginia  Union  University:  James  F.  Battle,  William  E.  Lindsey 
Virginia  Wesleyan  College:  Donald  M.  Forsythe 


Wabash  College;  Joseph  O’Rourke,  F.  Sheldon  Wettack 
Wagner  College:  Walter  C.  Hamel ine 

Wake  Forest  University  Thomas  K.  Hearn  Jr.,  Gene  E.  Hooks, 
Edwin  G.  Wilson 
Wartburg  College:  John  F.  Kurtt 

Washburn  University  of  Topeka:  Larry  D.  Blumberg,  Janet  M. 

Degginger,  Richard  A.  Johanningmeier 
Washington,  University  of:  Richard  J.  Dunn,  Catherine  B.  Green, 
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Washington  and  Jefferson  College:  David  K.  Scarborough 
Washington  and  Lee  University:  Michael  F.  Walsh 
Washington  College  (Maryland):  Diane  Guinan,  Geoffrey  M.  Miller 
Washington  State  University:  Edward  M.  Bennett,  Bobbi  Bonace, 
Jim  Livengood,  Marcia  L.  Saneholtz,  Samuel  Smith 
Washington  University  (Missouri):  Philip  Godfrey,  John  M.  Schael 
Wayne  State  College  (Nebraska):  Peter  Chapman 
Wayne  State  University  (Michigan):  Dorothy  E.  Dreyer,  Christ 
Petrouleas 

Weber  State  University:  Robert  H.  DeBoer,  Richard  Hannan,  Leland 
Sather,  Paul  H.  Thompson 
Wellesley  College:  Carolyn  Campbell,  Louise  O’Neal 
Wentworth  Institute  of  Technology:  Lee  Conrad 
Wesleyan  University:  John  S.  Biddiscombe,  Gale  Lackey 
West  Chester  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Cynthia  E.  Ryder,  John  C. 
Tachovsky 

West  Georgia  College:  James  C.  Stokes 
West  Texas  State  University:  Flavius  C.  Killebrew 
West  Virginia  University:  Forest  J.  Bowman,  Neil  S.  Bucklew,  Ed 
Pastilong 

Western  Carolina  University:  Myron  L.  Coulter,  Betty  J.  Peele,  Jean 
Pressley,  Bobby  N.  Setzer,  C.  Claude  Teagarden 
Western  Connecticut  State  University:  Edward  Farrington 
Western  Illinois  University:  James  E.  McKinney,  Gil  Peterson, 
William  T.  Slater,  Helen  Smiley,  Ralph  H.  Wagoner 
Western  Kentucky  University:  Paul  B.  Cook,  Jimmy  Feix,  Pam 
Herriford,  Thomas  C.  Meredith,  Joyce  Rasdall 
Western  Maryland  College:  J.  Richard  Carpenter  Jr.,  Carol  A.  Fritz 
Western  Michigan  University:  Kathy  B.  Beauregard.  Chauncey  J. 
Brinn,  Leland  Byrd,  Ed  Edwards,  Diether  Haenicke,  Andrew 
Rivers 

Western  New  England  College:  Eric  Geldart 

Western  State  College  of  Colorado:  Kenneth  W.  Blair,  Curt  Mallory 
Westfield  State  College:  F.  Paul  Bogan 

Wheaton  College  (Illinois):  Tony  Ladd,  James  Mathisen,  Henry 
Nelson 

Wheaton  College  (Massachusetts):  Lynn  Miller,  Chad  Yowell 
Whittier  College:  Sherry  Calvert,  David  A.  Jacobs 
Wichita  State  University:  Warren  Armstrong,  Tom  Shupe 
Widener  University:  Bruce  Bryde 
Wilkes  University;  Philip  Wingert 

William  and  Mary,  College  of:  John  W.  Conlee,  John  H.  Randolph, 
Paul  R.  Verkuil,  Mildred  B.  West 
William  Paterson  College;  Arthur  Eason,  Sabrina  Grant 
Williams  College:  Robert  R.  Peck 

Wilmington  College  (Ohio);  Keith  Gerritz,  Richard  S.  Scott 
Winston-Salem  State  University:  Perry  R.  Leazer,  Arnold  Lockett, 
Albert  Roseboro 
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Winthrop  College;  Robert  H  Breakfield,  Thomas  j 

Wisconsin.  University  of,  Eau  Claire:  Carol  L.  Klun,  btephen  o. 

WiOTonmn!^Univerfity  of,  Green  Bay:  Charles  A,  Ihrke,  David  L. 

Wi“:Snit!sHyotur^^ 

Wilionsin,  University  of,  Madison:  Paal  ^  Barrows,  ^  Fmman 
Alan  Fish,  Roger  Formisano,  Cheryl  A.  Marra,  Pat  Kicnier, 

WiSonsfn^'ltlivcrsity  of,  Milwaukee:  Bud  K.  Haidet.  William  A. 

Wismfstn,  University  of,  Oshkosh:  C.  Bur^kT^er,  David  Weidemann 
Wisconsin,  University  of.  Platteville:  Debra  Schul man 
Wisconsin.  University  of.  River  Falls.  Don  Page  ThiPtsfpW 
Wisconsin,  University  of,  Stevens  Point:  Virgil  A„Thiesfeld 
Wisconsin,  University  of.  Stout:  Annette  Caruso-Howatt 

Wisconsin,  University  of,  Superior:  Steve  Becker  Voeller 

Wisconsin,  University  of,  Whitewater;  Dianne  Jones,  ^hns  Vodler 
Wittenberg  University;  Jeff  Ankrom.  Linda  L.  Arena,  William 
Kinnison  Virginia  H.  Lucas,  Robert  E.  Rosencrans  . 

Wofford  College:  W.  Ray  Leonard,  Terri  L.  Lewitt,  Daniel  B.  Morrison 

Wc^Lr,  College  of:  Gordon  Collins,  Nan  Nichols.  Alvin  J  Van 
Worcester  Polytechnic  Institute:  Raymond  R.  Gilbert,  Jon  C.  btrauss 

Worcester  State  College:  Susan  E  Chapman  Hartmann 

Wright  State  University;  Michael  J.  Cusack,  Charles  .  » 

Paige  E.  Mulhollan,  Peggy  L.  Wynkoop 
Wyoming,  University  of:  David  L.  Baker,  Joseph  R.  Geraud,  Paul 

Roach,  Dan  Viola 

Xavier  University  (Ohio):  Jeffrey  H.  Fogelson,  Laurie  J.  Massa, 
Janice  B.  Walker 

Yale  University:  Barbara  N.  Chester,  Amy  Howley,  Dardd  Huntington, 
rnlleen  Lim  Harold  E.  Woodsum  Jr.,  Mark  T.  Young 
Youngstown  State  University:  Robert  C.  Campbell,  Joseph  F.  a  - 
misur,  Jim  Morrison,  Pauline  N.  Saternow 

Conference  Members 

American  South  Athletic  Conference:  Robert  J.  Bernardi,  Craig 

AtlInti^*CoLt  Conference:  Eugene  F  Corrigan,  Jonathan  De- 
Crone,  Thomas  P.  Mickle,  David  V.  Thonyson,  Delores  S.  Todd 
Atlantic  10  Conference:  Ron  Bertovich,  Cindy  Mazda 
Big  Em  Coherence:  Linda  M,  Bruno,  Michael  A.  TVanghese 
Bie  Eicht  Conference:  Prentice  Gautt,  Carl  C.  Jam^ 

Big  Sky  Conference:  Sharon  M.  Holmberg,  Ronald  D.  Stephenson 
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Big  South  Conference;  Tom  Collins,  George  F.  Sasser 

WaddeH  Iwaoka,  Charles  D. 

Big  West  Conference:  Dennis  A.  Farrell,  James  Haney,  Paula  Y 

smith 

California  Collegiate  Athletic  Association:  Tom  D.  Morgan 
Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association:  Leon  G.  Kerry 
College  Athletic  Conference:  William  L.  Huyck 
College  Conference  of  Illinois  and  Wisconsin;  Jack  Swartz 
Colonial  Athletic  Association:  Tim  Franklin,  Jerry  Stone,  Thomas  E 
Yeager 

Dixie  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Donald  L.  Scalf 

Last  Coast  Conference:  John  B.  Carpenter 

^^Ghormk^y  Athletic  Conference:  Clayton  W.  Chapman,  Dan 

Gateway  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Patricia  Viverito 
Creat  Lakes  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Vern  L,  Norris 
^eat  Lakes  Valley  Conference:  Kenneth  A.  Lindsey 
Great  Northwest  Conference:  El  wood  B.  Hahn 
Gulf  South  Conference:  G.  E.  Moran 
Iowa  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  John  Van  Why 

Gurowitz,  Constance 

nurlbut,  Jeffrey  H.  Orleans 
Little  East  Conference;  Robert  A.  Dowd 
Lone  Star  Conference:  Pence  Dacus,  Shirley  Morton 
Massachusetts  State  College  Athletic  Conference:  John  D.  Ga laris 
Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference:  Barbara  Church,  Richard  J 
Lnsor 

Metropolitan  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Ralph  McFillen  R 
Dale  Smith 

Michigan  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association:  Albert  L  Deal 
Mid-Amencan  Athletic  Conference-  Karl  D.  Benson 

^  Stei^brecher^*^"^^*^^"^^’  A.  Ippoliti,  Jon  A. 

^j^-Eastern  Athletic  Conference:  Kenneth  A.  Free 
^  Salant^^^"^^*^  States  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Nathan  N. 

Midwest  Athletic  Conference  for  Women:  Diane  Fairchild 
Midwest  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Ralph  L.  Shively 
Midwest  Intercollegiate  Football  Conference:  William  L.  Sylvester 
Collegiate  Conference:  Daniel  B.  DiEdwardo  Bret  A 

Gilliland 

Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  C.  Milton  Broslrom 

Missouri  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association:  Ken  B.  Jones 

Missouri  Valley  Conference:  J.  Douglas  Elgin 

New  England  Collegiate  Conference:  Joanne  A.  Fortunato 

New  England  Women’s  8:  Linda  C.  Hackett 

New  Jersey  Athletic  Conference:  Gregory  Lockard 

New  South  Women’s  Athletic  Conference:  Sherman  R  Day 
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New  York  State  Women’s  Collegiate  Athletic  Association:  Dolores  A. 
Bogard 

North  Atlantic  Conference;  Stuart  P.  Haskell  Jr, 

North  Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Noel  W.  Olson 
North  Coast  Athletic  Conference:  Dennis  M.  Collins,  Richard  D. 

North^Star  Conference:  Arnold  D.  Fielkow,  Mary  Struckhoff 
Northeast  Conference:  Mike  Marcil,  Chris  Monasch 
Northeast- 10  Conference:  Robert  E,  Burke 
Northern  California  Athletic  Conference:  James  P.  Jorgensen 
Ohio  Athletic  Conference:  Jamie  McCloskey 
Ohio  Valley  Conference:  R.  Daniel  Beebe,  Jon  Verner 
Old  Dominion  Athletic  Conference;  Daniel  E.  Wooldridge 
Pacific  10  Conference:  Leslie  D aland,  Thomas  C.  Hansen,  Christine 
W.  Hoyles,  Mike  Matthews,  David  Price 
Patriot  League:  Carl  F  Ullrich  i  a  i 

Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference:  Charles  A.  Eberle 
Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference:  Wanda  E.  Brechler 
St.  Louis  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Linda  Moore 
Southeastern  Conference:  John  R,  Gerdy,  Roy  Kramer,  Janies  L. 

McCullough,  Patricia  W.  Wall,  Kevin  Warner,  Mark  Womack 
Southern  California  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Joseph  L. 
Pric6 

Southern  Conference:  Dave  Hart  Sr.,  Wright  Waters 
Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Wallace  Jackson 
Southland  Conference:  Britton  B.  Banowsky.  Don  Graham 
Southwest  Athletic  Conference:  Allen  Archer,  Rick  Chryst,  bred  H. 

Jacoby,  Kelly  Krauskopf.  Duane  Lindbei^  ,  „  ,  o  i  j 
Southwestern  Athletic  Conference:  James  Frank,  R.  L.  Stockard 
State  University  of  Now  York  Athletic  Conference:  Patrick  K. 
Damore,  Fred  J.  Hartrick 

Sun  Bell  Conference;  John  lamarino,  James  W.  Lessig 
Sunshine  State  Conference;  Bob  Vanatta 
Trans  America  Athletic  Conference-  Lou  McCullough 
University  Athletic  Association:  Richard  Rasmuss^ 

West  Coast  Conference;  Michael  M.  Gilleran,  Don  Ott 
Western  Athletic  Conference:  Jeff  Hurd,  Joseph  L.  Kearney,  Margie 
McDonald,  Dee  Anne  Menzies  .  v  u 

*  Western  Collegiate  Hockey  Association:  Otto  BreRenbach 
"Western  Football  Conference;  Victor  A.  Buccola,  Don  Wilson 
Wisconsin  State  University  Conference:  Max  R,  Sparger 
Wisconsin  Women’s  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference;  Judy  Kruck- 

Women’s  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Kitty  R.  Baird 
"Yankee  Conference:  David  M.  Nelson 


'N  unvoting 


Affiliated  Members 

American  Association  of  Collegiate  Registrars  and  Admissions 
Officers:  Sara  N.  McNabb 

American  Baseball  Coaches  Association:  Gene  McArtor,  Elaine  F. 
Miles,  Jerry  A.  Miles 

American  Volleyball  Coaches  Association:  Sandra  L.  Vivas 
American  Water  Polo  Coaches  Association:  Kaia  Hedlund 
Black  Coaches  Association:  Leah  C.  Lewis 
College  Football  Association:  Sam  Baker,  Charles  M.  Neinas 
College  Swimming  Coaches  of  America,  Inc.:  Glenn  S.  Patton 
Golf  Coaches  Association  of  America:  John  Means 
Intercollegiate  Tennis  Coaches  Association:  David  A.  Benjamin, 
Kent  DcMars,  Jeff  Frank,  Nina  Miller 
Metropolitan  Intercollegiate  Basketball  Association:  John  J,  Powers 
National  Association  of  Academic  Advisors  for  Athletics:  Richard 
McGuire 

National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches:  Joseph  R.  Vancisin 
National  Association  of  Collegiate  Directors  of  Athletics:  Michael  J. 
Cleary,  Timothy  W.  Gleason 

National  Football  Foundation  and  Hall  of  Fame:  Jimmie  McDowell 
National  Soccer  Coaches  Association:  Johnson  D.  Bowie 
National  Softball  Coaches  Association:  Ray  la  Allison 
NCAA  DivisionI  TVack  and  Field  Coaches  Association:  Clyde  Hart 
Peach  Bowl,  Inc.:  Neill  Cameron,  Robert  Dale  Morgan 
U.S.  Volleyball  Association:  Debbie  Hunter 

Women’s  Basketball  Coaches  Association:  Anne  E.  Flannery,  Bettv 
Jaynes 

Corresponding  Members 

Arkansas,  University  of.  Pine  Bluff:  Vannette  W.  Johnson 
Athletes  in  Action:  Dave  Lower,  Scott  D.  Oppliger 
Charleston,  College  of:  Andrew  L.  Abrams,  William  Moore 
Hawaii,  University  of,  Hilo:  Bill  TVumbo 
North  Florida,  University  of:  John  Ratliff 

Old  Westbury,  College  at.  State  University  of  New  York:  Robert 
Dranoff 

Peach  Belt  Conference:  Marvin  Vanover 
Pratt  Institute:  Eugene  Marshall  Jr. 

South  Atlantic  Conference;  Doug  Echols 

Southwestern  University  (Texas):  Roger  A.  Ballou,  Carla  Lowry 

Visitors 

All  American  Bowl;  Jim  Simmons 
American  Council  on  Education:  Sheldon  E.  Steinbach 
American  Institutes  for  Research;  George  W  Bohrnstedt,  Phyllis 
DuBois,  Robert  J.  Rossi 
Andrus  Group,  The;  Sharon  Andrus 
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Association  of  Governing  Boards:  Richard  Ingram 
Austin  'IVavel  Corporation:  Bob  Getchell 
Automation  Engineering  Inc.;  Woodie  Rush 
Blake,  Curt 

Blockbuster  Bowl:  Keith  TVibble 
Capital  Centre/Centre  Group:  Bob  Zurfluh 

Carson  Newman  College;  David  W.  Barger,  Jerry  Blaylock,  Cordell 
Maddox 

Catawba  College:  Dennis  J.  Haglan 

City  University  of  New  York  Athletic  Conference:  Michael  Steuerman 
Creative  Sports  Marketing:  Bray  Cary,  Pete  Derzis 
Defiance  College:  Marvin  Ludwig 

Elon  College;  E.  Franklin  Harris,  Robert  C.  Hassard,  Alan  J.  White 
Fiore,  John 

Florida  Citrus  Bowl:  Bob  Moore,  Chuck  Rohe 
Fontbonne  College:  Lee  McKinney 
Francis  Marion  College:  Gerald  Griffin 

Gardner- Webb  College:  Ozzie  McFarland.  Jeff  TXibbs,  Christopher 
White  .  ^ 

George  Kaludis  Associates;  Barry  M.  Cohen,  George  Kaludis,  Gary 
J.  Posner 

Georgia  Dome:  Dennis  L.  Berkholtz 
Harsh,  Emily  H. 

Hyatt  Hotels  and  Resorts:  Armon  L.  Haagen 
Intercollegiate  Athletics  Consultants,  Inc.:  Michael  L.  Games 
Independence  Bowl;  Brant  Goyne,  Michael  McCarthy,  Pat  Tiller 
International  Sports  Management,  Inc.:  Don  Lockerbie 
John  Hancock  Bowl:  Cricket  Musch 
Kazmaier  Associates;  Dick  Kazmaier 

Knight  Commission  on  Athletics;  Maureen  E.  Devlin,  John  Griffin, 
Christopher  B.  Morris 
Knight  Foundation:  Creed  Black 
Kurdelmeier,  Gary 

Lander  College:  Finis  Horne,  Larry  A.  Jackson,  Branimir  M.  Rieger, 
Betty  H.  Williams 

Liberty  Bowl  Football  Classic:  A.  F.  Dudley 
Limestone  College:  Craig  Drennan 

Linde,  Thomson,  Langworthy,  Kohn  &  Van  Dyke:  Michael  S.  Glazier, 
Kathy  Jones 

Mars  Hill  College:  Fred  B.  Bentley,  William  P.  Walker 
Meadowlands  Sports  Complex:  Jay  Rosenfeld,  Les  Unger 
Misericordia,  College  of:  Michael  W.  Mould,  Pasquale  DiPasquale  Jr, 
Molton,  Allen  &  Williams  Corporation:  William  M.  Jacka 
Narol,  Mel 

New  Jersey  Sports  Authority:  Michael  Graime 
New  Mexico  Highlands  University:  Robert  N.  Evers 
Northwood  Institute:  Dave  Coffey,  Timothy  G.  Nash 
Oahu  Travel  Inc.:  Pam  Goodman 

Orange  Bowl  Committee;  Harper  Davidson,  Steven  J.  Hatchell, 
Delegates  and  Visitors 
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Arthur  H.  Hertz,  Steve  Lynch 

Pasadena  Tournament  of  Roses:  Bob  Cheney,  Millard  Davidson, 
Fred  Soldwedel 

Presbyterian  College;  Cally  Gault,  Kenneth  B.  Orr,  Thomas  A 
Stallworth 

Raycom  Management  Group:  Richard  C.  Ginanni 
Sara  Lee  Corporation:  Carl  Pickard 

Sea  World  Holiday  Bowl:  John  K.  Reid,  0.  Morris  Sievert,  Gladstone 
E.  Vinson 
Slive,  Michael  L. 

Southern  Association  of  Colleges:  Jack  Allen 
Spectator  Management  Group:  Bill  Curl 
Squire,  Sanders  &  Dempsey:  Michael  Scott 
Sunkist  Fiesta  Bowl:  Chuck  Johnson,  John  Junker 
Tele  Planning  International,  Inc.:  Sally  Behrhorst,  Atsushi  Fujita, 
Michihito  Jinno,  Kunimasa  Matsuda,  Ross  McClafferty,  Masaru 
Yanaka 

U.S.  Olympic  Committee:  Curt  L.  Hamakawa,  Mary  T.  Meagher  Jim 
Page 

U.S.  Track  Coaches  Association:  Gary  Schwartz 
Walker,  Pam 

West  Liberty  State  College:  Clyde  D.  Campbell,  James  Watson 
West  Virginia  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference:  Barry  Blizzard 
Wheeling  Jesuit  College:  E.  F.  Hall 
Wiley  College:  Samuel  A.  Anderson 

Wingate  College;  Bob  Billinger,  Paul  R.  Corts,  John  Thurston 
Women’s  Sports  Foundation:  Deborah  Anderson 

Working  News  Media 

Akron  Beacon  Journal;  Tom  Giffen 

Amusement  Business:  Tim  O’Brien,  Tom  Powell,  Lisa  Zhito 
Ann  Arbor  News:  John  Beckett 
Anniston  Star:  Mike  McCarter 

Associated  Press:  Mark  Humphrey,  Skip  Latt,  Sherman  Novoson, 
Tom  Sharp,  Doug  Tlicker,  Teresa  M.  Walker 
Athletic  Business:  Rick  Berg 
Atlanta  Journal'Constitution:  David  Davidson 
Austin  American-Statesman:  Mark  Wangrin 
Baltimore  Evening  Sun:  Mark  Hyman,  Paul  McMullen 
Baton  Rouge  Morning  Advocate:  Dave  Moorman 
Baton  Rouge  State-Times:  George  Morris 
Birmingham  News:  Charles  Hollis 
Bloomington  Herald-Times:  Bob  Hammel 

CBS  Sports:  Len  DeLuca,  Robert  P.  Kipperman,  Frank  D.  Murphy 

Charlotte  Observer:  Liz  Clarke 

Chattanooga  News-Free  Press:  Paul  Schulz 

Chicago  TYibune:  Skip  Myslenski,  Ed  Sherman 

Chronicle  of  Higher  Education:  Doug  Lederman,  Peter  Monaghan, 
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Dana  Thomas  .  ^  rc 

Clarksville  (Tenn.)  Leaf-Chronicle;  Jim  Rudloff 
College  Athletic  Management:  Mark  Goldberg 
College  Football  Hall  of  Fame:  Pat  Harmon 
College  Heights  Herald:  Donna  Dorris,  Kaye  Summers 
College  Sports  Magazine;  John  Reagan 
Dallas  Morning  News:  Doug  Bedell,  Ivan  Maisel 
Danville  (Va.)  Register:  A1  Milley 
Dayton  Daily  News:  Ritter  Collett 
Decatur  (Ala.)  Daily;  Mark  Edwards 
Des  Moines  Register:  Tom  Witosky 
Detroit  Free  Press:  Steve  Kornacki 
Detroit  News:  Fred  Girard 
ESPN:  David  Brofsky.  Jimmy  Roberts 
Fort  Lauderdale  Sun-Sentinel:  Randall  Mell 
Gadsden  Times:  Jimmy  Smothers 
Greensboro  News  &  Record:  Wilt  Browning 
Henry  Herald;  Bobby  McDevitt 
Houston  Chronicle:  Jonathan  Feigen 
Huntsville  Times:  John  Pruett 

Indiana  Daily  Student;  Michael  Bluhm  _  .  . 

Institute  for  Athletics  &  Education:  Clyde  Bell,  Jim  Watkins 

Jackson  Clarion-Ledger;  David  Cummings,  Billy  Watkins 

Kansas  City  Star:  Adam  Teicher 

Knoxville  Journal;  Ben  Byrd,  Ray  Glier 

KTBC-TV;  David  A.  Murphy,  David  Swofford 

Lexington  Herald-Leader:  Jerry  Tipton 

Los  Angeles  Times;  Bill  Dwyre,  Danny  Po^ilnns 

Memphis  Commercial  Appeal:  A1  Dunning,  Bobby  Hall 

Miami  Herald:  Dan  Le  Batard 

Michigan  Daily;  Theodore  Cox 

Minneapolis  Star-Tribune:  Curt  Brown 

Murfreesboro  (Tenn.)  Daily  News  Journal;  Monte  Hale 
Nashville  Banner:  Joe  Biddle,  Steve  Lowry,  Fred  Russell,  Doug 
Segrest,  Brad  Zimanek 

National,  The;  Charles  Chandler,  Dennis  Dodd 

New  Orleans  Times  Picayune:  Marty  Mule 

New  York  Times;  William  C.  Rhoden 

Newsday:  Tim  Layden 

Norfolk  Virginian-Pilot:  Frank  Vehorn 

Omaha  World-Herald;  Steve  Sinclair 

Orange  County  Register:  Michele  Himmelberg 

Oregonian,  The:  Ken  Goe 

Orlando  Sentinel:  Alan  Schmadtke 

Palm  Beach  Post:  Victor  Lee 

PBS:  Becky  Berman 

Philadelphia  Daily  News:  Dick  Weiss 

Philadelphia  Inquirer:  Michael  G.  Missanelli 

Raleigh  News  &  Observer:  Chip  Alexander 
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Reuters  News  Service,  Ltd,:  Pat  Harris 
Richmond  Times-Dispatch:  Jerry  Lindquist 
Roanoke  Times  &  World-News:  Bill  Brill 
St.  Louis  Post-Dispatch:  Dave  Dorr 
San  Diego  Tribune:  Tom  Cushman 
San  Diego  Union:  Mark  Kreidler 
Scripps  Howard  News  Service:  Thomas  O’Toole 
Seattle  Post-Intelligencer:  Bud  Withers 
Sports  Illustrated:  William  F,  Reed 
Syracuse  Post-Standard:  Matt  Michael 
Tacoma  News  TVibune:  Don  Borst 

Tennessean,  The;  David  Climer,  Delores  Delvin,  Mike  Organ,  Lynn 
Saunders,  Bill  Steber,  Larry  Taft,  Tom  Wood 
Tennessee  Radio  Network:  Chip  Walters 
T\icson  Citizen:  Corky  Simpson 

T\irner  Broadcasting  System:  Bob  Dickinson,  John  I).  Vandegrift 
TViscaloosa  (Ala.)  News:  Cecil  Hurt 
UPI  Radio:  Greg  Echlin 

USA  Today:  Karen  Allen,  Debbie  Becker,  Steve  Wieberg 
Waco  TVibune-Herald:  Dave  Campbell 
Washington  Post:  Steve  Berkowitz 
WFAA-TV:  Arnold  Payne  III,  George  Riba 
WHNT-TV:  John  Langcuster,  Dave  Schimdt 
WKRN-TV:  John  Clark,  Michael  Dennis,  Jeff  Rhodes 
WSIX  Radio:  Brian  King 

WSMV-TV:  Joe  Fisher,  Mike  O’Connell,  Chris  Rogers,  Brian  Tiell, 
John  Wilson 

WTVF-TV:  Mark  Howard,  Fred  Skipworth 
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Monday  Afternoon,  January  7, 1991 

The  opening  business  session  of  the  Natronal  (Collegiate  Athletic 
Association’s  85th  annual  Convention,  held  in  the  Opryland  Hotel  m 
Nashville,  Tennessee,  was  called  to  order  at  4:40  p.m  with  President 
Albert  M.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS  .  ,  -  *  i 

President  Witte:  Will  the  delegates  please  take  their  seats  1  will 
call  the  meeting  to  order.  As  you  know  our  meetings  ^e  conducted 
under  the  procedures  prescribed  by  Robert  s  l^les  of  Order,  Newly 
Revised  The  first  procedure  is  the  need  to  adopt  the  (Convention 
Program  prior  to  beginning  our  business  session.  So,  I  will  now  ask 
for  a  motion  to  adopt  the  printed  program  of  this  Convention  so  we 

may  proceed  with  our  work.  -ii  \  t  ni 

Joan  C.  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  I  vail  be 

glad  to  do  that.  I  move  the  adoption  of  the  program  with  the 

reordering  as  mentioned. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Billy  M.  Seay  (Louisiana  State  University):  I  would  like  to  move 
the  reordering  of  Proposal  No.  84  ahead  of  No.  28. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  , ,  -j 

No.  28  would  render  No.  84  moot.  This  reordering  would  provide  an 
opportunity  for  the  membership  to  consider  No,  84  on  its  ments. 
[The  motion  was  approved.]  s  /-u  •  t 

Billy  M.  Seay  (Louisiana  State  University):  Mr. 
like  to  move  the  reordering  of  Proposal  No,  41  ahead  of  No.  40.  No.  40 
would  render  a  part  of  41  moot.  Again,  I  would  like  for  the  membership 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  consider  41  on  its  merits. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved J  i  r  4,1. 

Rocco  J.  Carzo  (Tbfts  University):  Mr.  Chair,  on  behalf  of  the 
Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I  would  like  to  move  the  reordering 
of  Proposal  No.  63  before  No.  61,  please. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved] 

Steven  C.  Beering  (Purdue  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Big  len 
Conference,  I  move  that  Proposition  No.  40  be  considered  at  the  end 
of  the  reform  package  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  after  No.  58. 
[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

John  S.  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan  University):  I  move  to  reorder 


Proposal  No.  117  to  immediately  follow  Proposition  39. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin):  I  move  to 
reorder  No.  38-8  before  38-10. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  failed.] 

Eugene  Doris  (Marist  College):  Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to 
move  that  Proposal  No.  54  be  voted  on  ahead  of  Proposal  No.  53. 
[The  motion  was  seconded  and  failed.] 

George  W.  Schubert  (University  of  North  Dakota):  Mr.  Chair,  I 
move  that  No.  67  be  considered  before  No.  36. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.) 

[Proposal  No.  120,  which  inadvertently  had  been  omitted  from 
the  printed  Convention  Program,  was  included  after  the  ruling  of 
the  chair  that  a  motion  to  include  it  required  unanimous  support 
was  challenged  and  overturned.) 

[The  motion  to  accept  the  Convention  Program  as  reordered  was 
approved.] 

President  Witte:  I  would  like  to  comment  next  that  under 
Robert’s  Rules  of  Order,  procedures  in  those  rules  may  be  superseded 
by  our  own  customary  and  traditional  procedures.  We  have  several  of 
them.  The  key  ones  are  reviewed  in  the  introduction  section  of  your 
Program.  With  regard  to  rulings  of  the  chair  on  certain  issues 
relating  to  our  debates  and  discussions,  I  hope  that  we  are  able  to 
follow  a  principle  of  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  all  speakers  on  all 
issues,  but  we  do  have  some  restrictions  because  of  the  time  constraints 
and  the  number  of  people  involved.  So,  let  me  remind  you  of  them. 
First  of  all,  there  is  a  limit  on  the  number  of  times  that  an  individual 
may  speak  on  a  given  issue  Twice  is  the  limit.  Secondly,  the  length  of 
time.  Wc  normally  think  that  10  minutes  is  adequate  for  a  person  to 
present  his  or  her  position.  Wc  also  are  conscious  of  repetitious 
arguments,  and  if  a  number  of  speakers  are  making  the  same 
argument  over  and  over  again,  the  chair  will  rule  that  that  position 
has  been  adequately  presented. 

Also  the  procedure  for  electronic  voting  is  summarized  in  the  last 
appendix  in  your  Program.  With  regard  to  the  “eyeball”  votes,  we 
will  use  those  votes  for  all  other  proposals.  If  the  delegates  are  in 
genuine  doubt  about  the  chair’s  ruling,  as  to  whether  it  passed  or 
failed,  they  can  ask  for  a  Voting  Committee  count.  Of  course,  it  will 
be  better  for  all  of  us  if  delegates  refrain  from  calling  for  a  vote  count 
unless  one  seems  fairly  necessary. 

On  bylaw  issues  in  the  general  business  session,  I  will  call  for  the 
vote  in  the  same  sequence  each  time.  That  is  Division  I  first,  then 
Division  II  and  then  Division  III,  but  the  results  of  the  division’s  vote 
will  not  be  announced  until  all  the  divisions  have  voted.  With  regard 
to  speaking  and  voting  privileges,  there  always  are  a  number  of 
people  attending  this  Convention  for  the  first  time,  so  we  have  to  go 
over  and  review  that  question.  Each  active  member  institution  may 
have  four  accredited  delegates,  one  voting  delegate  and  three  alter¬ 
nates.  They  may  exchange  the  voting  privilege  amongst  themselves 
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as  they  wish.  Visiting  delegates  are  also  invited  and  may  attend,  but 
they  may  not  participate  in  the  Convention  in  terms  of  speaking  to 
the  issues  or  voting  on  them.  Member  conferences  that  have  voting 
nrivileges  have  the  same  rights  to  speak  and  vote  as  individual 
delegates.  A  member  conference  that  does  not  have  a  vote 
affiliated  organization  may  have  one  official  delegate  who  is  permitted 

to  speak  but  not  to  vote.  _  n  j  <«  ■ 

Now,  the  next  item  is  very  important.  That  is  the  so-called  window 
of  reconsideration,”  which  has  always  been  a  troublesome  issue  in  the 
Association’s  meetings.  In  the  general  business  session  Wednesday 
afternoon,  immediately  after  we  act  on  the  consent  package,  which 
will  be  very  early.  1  will  call  for  any  motions  to  reconsider  anything 
adopted  by  the  divisions  in  their  business  sessions.  That  will  be  the 
only  time  to  reconsider  division  business  actions  from  the  separate 
sessions.  All  reconsideration  motions  made  at  your  sessions  tomorrow 
and  Wednesday  morning  must  occur  during  your  business  session  or 
Wednesday  at  that  “window  of  reconsideration.” 

CONVENTION  COMMITTEES 

President  Witte:  Now,  it  is  my  privilege  to  identify  for  some  the 
chairs  of  committees  that  have  a  lot  to  do  with  the  efficient  operation 
of  this  Convention.  1  would  like,  first,  to  introduce  the  chair  of  the 
Nominating  Committee,  Susan  A.  Collins,  George  Mason  University. 
The  Men's  Committee  on  Committees  is  chaired  by  Bruce  A.  Corrie  ot 
Northwestern  University.  The  Women’s  Committee  on  (:ommittees 
is  chaired  by  Fern  Gardner  of  the  University  of  Utah.  The  Voting 
Committee  is  chaired  by  Mamie  W.  Swift  of  Toledo  University.  The 
Committee  on  Credentials  is  chaired  by  Paul  H.  Brand  from  the 
University  of  Alabama.  Huntsville.  The  Memorial  Resolutions  chair 
is  James  Doyle  of  DePaul  University. 

REPORT  OF  COUNCIL 

President  Witte:  Again,  those  of  you  who  particularly  are  tairiy 
new  at  this,  in  accordance  with  our  procedures,  all  of  the  sports 
committees  and  general  committees  reports  are  not  given  orally  but 
are  included  in  a  printed  Annual  Reports,  and  copies  of  that  Annual 
Reports  are  available  at  the  registration  desk.  The  report  of  the 
secretary-treasurer  and  the  Executive  Committee  also  appear  thei^. 
That  is  a  compendium  of  what  has  gone  on  the  preceding  year.  At  the 
beginning  of  the  general  business  session  on  Wednesday,  1  will  ask 
for  a  motion  to  receive  and  approve  those  reports. 

At  this  point  in  time,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  introduce  to  you  Charles 
Whitcomb,  San  Jose  State  University,  who,  for  the  last  four  years  has 
been  a  very  valuable  member  of  the  NCAA  Council.  He  is  retiring 
from  that  position  after  this  Convention.  He  has  chaired  the  (Commit¬ 
tee  on  Opportunities  for  Minorities  in  Athletics.  1  have  been  pnvileg^ 
to  serve  with  him  on  that  committee,  and  he  has  done  an  excellent  job. 
He  has  been  asked  to  give  to  the  Convention  the  report  of  the  Council 
for  the  year  1990. 


Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  Thank  you. 
President  Witte  and  members  of  the  Association,  I  am  pleased  to  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  present  the  report  of  the  1990  Council  to  this 
Convention,  This  report  is  required  under  the  provisions  of  the  NCAA 
constitution.  It  also  gives  you,  the  membership,  the  opportunity  to 
challenge  any  of  the  Council’s  actions  during  the  past  year.  My  oral 
presentation  today  is  only  a  brief  summary,  but  it  incorporates  by 
reference  the  full  report  of  all  Council  actions  during  the  year.  That 
full  report  is  available  to  you  in  either  of  two  ways.  First,  The  NCAA 
News  publishes,  after  each  Council  meeting,  either  a  complete  listing 
of  Council  actions  or  the  actual  minutes  of  the  meeting.  In  1 990,  those 
reports  of  Council  actions  appeared  in  the  issues  of  the  News  dated 
January  17,  July  4,  September  24  and  November  19.  Second,  the 
printed  publication  entitled  “NCAA  Annual  Reports”  contains  the 
abridged  minutes  of  the  past  year’s  Council  meetings.  That  book  is 
distributed  to  you  here  at  the  Convention  and  also  is  mailed  to  each 
member. 

One  important  procedural  aspect  of  this  report  is  the  need  to  call  to 
your  attention  certain  legislative  actions  taken  by  the  Council. 
Therefore,  I  refer  you  to  two  appendices  in  your  Convention  Program, 
or  in  the  Official  Notice,  if  you  are  using  that  booklet.  First, 
Appendix  D— D  as  in  dog— in  the  Program,  Appendix  F  in  the 
Official  Notice,  sets  forth  the  interpretations  that  the  Legislative 
Review  Committee  intends  to  incorporate  in  the  next  printing  of  the 
NCAA  Manual.  Those  incorporations  have  been  approved  by  the 
Council.  In  the  appendix,  you  have  the  procedure  for  accepting  or 
challenging  those  incorporations.  If  any  delegate  wants  to  object  to 
incorporation  of  any  interpretation  in  that  appendix,  this  is  the  time 
to  do  so. 

Second,  the  next  appendix  —  E  in  the  Program  or  G  in  the  Official 
Notice — sets  forth  the  noncontroversial  legislative  amendments  that 
the  Council  has  adopted  in  the  past  year.  As  you  know,  the  Council 
now  has  the  authority  to  adopt  noncontroversial  amendments  between 
Conventions,  and  we  adopted  seven  of  those,  as  presented  in  the 
appendix. 

Again,  acceptance  of,  or  challenge  to,  those  actions  occurs  at  this 
time.  If  any  delegate  wishes  to  object  to  any  of  those,  now  is  the  time 
to  do  so. 

Joseph  R.  Geraud  (University  of  Wyoming):  I  object  to  the 
incorporation  of  Interpretation  No.  1-2 1  as  printed  on  Page  209  of  the 
Official  Notice  or  Page  201  of  the  Official  Program.  My  objection  is 
simply  that  in  the  amendment  or  interpretation  set  forth,  the 
interpretation  of  the  Council  is  to  negate  the  purpose  of  the  exclusion 
of  honorary  academic  awards  or  established  institutional  research 
grants  from  the  criteria  for  computing  financial  aid  for  a  student- 
athlete.  If  the  delegates  would  read  this,  you  will  note  by  addition  of 
the  words  “and  must  be  included  in  determining  the  student-athlete’s 
cost  of  attendance,”  we  have  really  negated  the  benefit  of  this  kind  of 
an  honorary  academic  award  to  a  student-athlete. 
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I  strongly  feel  that  we  attempt  to  honor  the  student  and  I  find  little 
justification  for  taking  away  from  a  good  academic  student-athlete 
the  academic  honor  that  he  has  been  awarded  by  his  institution.  I 
understand  that  perhaps  the  Council  may  feel  that  the  cost  of 
education  cap  found  in  the  constitution  compels  such  interpretation. 
However,  I  would  point  out  that  we  have  continued  the  exception 
provided  to  government  grants.  We  have  modified  the  Pell  Grant.  We 
have  never  directly  addressed  the  question  of  honorary  awards  as  far 
as  the  cost  of  education. 

I  think  this  is  the  appropriate  opportunity  for  the  assembled 
Convention  to  think  about  the  question  of  whether  or  not  we  want  to 
continue  the  practice  we  had  in  1987  of  excluding  honorary  academic 
awards  from  any  limitations  on  financial  aid. 

President  Witte:  It  is  the  chair’s  understanding  that  the  proposal 
by  Charlie  Whitcomb,  on  behalf  of  the  Council,  does  not  change  the 
interpretation  that  appears  in  this  printed  material.  It  merely  goes  to 
whether  this  interpretation  should  appear  in  the  (NCAA  Manual)  or 
not.  In  other  words,  I  am  wondering,  Joe,  if  you  are  operating  under 
the  premise  that  your  motion  would  in  effect  change  this  interpretation 
because,  if  so,  that  would  not  be  the  case. 

Mr.  Geraud:  I  understand  you  to  mean,  then,  that  the  most  that 
would  happen  is  that  it  wouldn’t  appear  in  the  Manual,  but  we  would 
still  have  to  refer  to  the  interpretation  of  “89-08-16,  Column  29,  No. 
3.” 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  failed.] 

Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  The  Council 
spends  much  of  its  meeting  time  dealing  with  detailed  matters  of  that 
nature— interpretations,  routine  legislation,  membership  actions, 
various  committee  actions  and  the  like.  It  is  part  of  the  Council’s 
function  to  perform  those  tasks  between  Conventions,  I  am  pleased 
to  report  that  we  have  made  significant  strides,  during  my  tenure  on 
the  Council,  toward  streamlining  our  work  in  those  areas  so  that  we 
can  focus  on  the  more  important  issues  in  college  athletics  today.  I 
know  the  Council  will  continue  to  work  toward  that  end. 

Our  most  important  involvement  during  the  past  year  was  in 
regard  to  what  is  now  being  called  the  “Reform  Agenda”  for  this 
Convention.  As  you  know,  the  Council  is  sfwnsoring  nearly  every 
proposal  in  that  landmark  package  of  legislation.  That  includes 
proposals  developed  by  the  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction;  the 
Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership  Structure,  and 
those  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Commission,  which  were  developed 
largely  by  a  group  of  Division  I  Conference  Commissioners. 

I  think  it  is  appropriate,  on  behalf  of  the  Council,  to  recognize  the 
leadership  provided  by  Gene  Corrigan  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Confer¬ 
ence,  who  chaired  the  cost-reduction  committee,  and  Fred  Jacoby  of 
the  Southwest  Athletic  Conference,  who  chaired  the  membership- 
structure  committee.  We  are  also  indebted  to  people  like  our  Secretary- 
Treasurer  Judy  Sweet  and  Big  Ten  Conference  Commissioner  Jim 
Delany,  who,  among  others,  played  significant  roles  in  the  develop- 
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ment  of  portions  of  this  important  legislative  package. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  failed  to  express  the  Council’s  gratitude  to  the 
Presidents  Commission,  and  especially  to  its  officers,  Martin  Mas- 
sengale  of  the  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln;  Bernie  Sliger  of 
Florida  State  University;  Asa  Green  of  Livingston  University,  and 
David  Warren  of  Ohio  Wesleyan  University,  for  their  leadership  in 
supporting  and  promoting  the  reform  agenda.  It  is  important  for  all 
NCAA  members  to  know  that  the  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Commission  continue  to  enjoy  a  cooperative  relationship  and,  in  fact, 
have  enhanced  that  relationship  in  the  past  year.  Your  NCAA  officers 
have  faith  fully  attended  meetings  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  and 
the  Council  receives  a  report  from  the  Commission  in  each  of  its 
meetings.  Such  cooperation  is  essential  if  we  are  to  deal  with  the 
problems  in  college  athletics  today. 

I  would  like  to  end  this  report  by  extending  a  personal  thank  you  to 
the  NCAA  Council  for  its  support  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Council  Subcommittee  on  Minority  Opportunities  in  Intercollegiate 
Athletics,  which  I  chaired.  Our  subcommittee — which  now  will  give 
way  to  a  standing  committee— has  worked  diligently  to  find  ways  to 
enhance  opportunities  for  minority  representatives  throughout 
intercollegiate  athletics;  and  we  know  the  Council  will  continue,  with 
your  support,  to  move  toward  that  goal. 

President  Witte,  that  concludes  this  summary  report  of  the  Council’s 
1990  activities.  Wednesday  afternoon,  when  the  general  business 
session  begins,  there  will  be  a  motion  for  the  Convention  to  accept 
and  approve  the  Council’s  full  report.  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I 
thank  you.  (Applause) 

REPORT  OF  MEMORIAL  RESOLUTIONS  COMMITTEE 

President  Witte:  At  this  point  in  our  proceedings  we  have  the 
report  of  the  Memorial  Resolutions  Committee.  I  would  like  to  ask  all 
of  the  delegates  and  all  of  our  friends  in  the  news  media  to  please 
remain  silent  during  the  reading. 

Laurie  Priest  (Mount  Holyoke  College):  Mr.  Chair  and  delegates. 
I  will  be  presenting  the  report.  With  me  also  is  Richard  Johanning- 
meier  from  Washburn  University.  Following  is  a  list  of  those  men  and 
women  who  have  passed  away  during  the  past  year. 

George  Allen,  California  State  University,  Long  Beach 

Lyles  Alley,  Furman  College 

Charles  T.  Archibald,  Adrian  College 

Sam  Bailey,  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa 

Tom  Barry,  St.  Norbert  College 

Emory  G.  Bauer,  Valparaiso  University 

Percy  Beard,  University  of  Florida 

Joe  Bertrand,  University  of  Notre  Dame 

Norman  Bramall,  Haverford  College 

Everett  Brooks,  Illinois  College 

Fiore  A.  Cesare,  University  of  Scranton 
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James  8.  Clegg,  Centre  College 

Ralph  O  Coleman  Sn,  Oregon  State  University 

Asbury  “Red”  Coward,  U.S.  Naval  Academy 

Bruce  Craddock,  Western  Illinois  University 

Bob  Culp,  Western  Michigan  University 

Don  Dallas,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 

Bob  Davies,  Gettysburg  College 

Raymond  B.  "Scotty”  Duncan,  University  of  Delaware 

Otis  J.  Dypwick,  University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities 

Lew  Erber,  Iowa  State  University 

Charles  D.  Ewart,  Dartmouth  College 

James  Ewig,  Towson  State  University 

John  P.  Fadden.  Harvard  University 

Ralph  Floyd.  Indiana  University,  Bloomington 

Bob  Garbark,  Allegheny  College 

Frank  Go m pert,  Wayne  State  University  (Michigan) 

Norm  Harmeyer,  Ball  State  University 

Leo  Harris,  University  of  Oregon 

Waiter  Hebert,  University  of  Chicago 

Ralph  Heikktnen,  Marquette  University 

Ruth  M.  Helsel,  Wittenburg  University 

Thomas  L.  “Danny"  Hill,  San  Jose  State  University 

Yvonne  W.  Hoard,  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

John  Jardine,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison 

Lawry  Jasper,  San  Jose  State  University 

Ellis  T.  Johnson,  Marshall  University 

Eugene  R.  Johnson,  Wichita  State  University 

Harry  Jones,  University  of  Georgia 

Lloyd  Jordan,  Southern  Conference 

Art  Keller.  Carthage  College 

W.  Nicholas  Kerbawy,  Michigan  State  University 

Boyd  King.  Northeast  Missouri  State  University 

Robert  M  Kolf.  University  of  Wisconsin,  Oshkosh 

Bob  Kullen,  University  of  New  Hampshire 

James  Q.  Lumpkin,  University  of  Georgia 

Ruth  J.  Marske,  South  Dakota  State  University 

Howard  E.  Maurer,  Wittenburg  University 

Marion  G.  McDonald,  Washburn  University  of  Topeka 

Ralph  McKinzie,  Eureka  College 

A1  Merrill,  Dartmouth  College 

Jimmy  Mills.  Haverford  College 

Coyle  E.  Moore,  Florida  State  University 

Al  Moreau.  Louisiana  State  University 

Joel  Nagle,  Marquette  University 

Patrick  Naughton,  Purdue  University 

Dallas  W.  Norton,  University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas 

Maynard  T.  "Pat”  O’Brien,  Eastern  Illinois  University 

Jordan  Oliver.  Yale  University 

Benjamin  G.  Oosterbaan,  University  of  Michigan 
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Joe  O'Rourke,  St,  Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania) 

Billy  Joe  Pace,  Vanderbilt  University 

Dave  Pasanella,  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 

Bill  Perigo,  University  of  Michigan 

Joe  Petritz.  University  of  Notre  Dame 

John  Potsklan,  Albright  College 

Frank  C.  Potts,  University  of  Colorado,  Boulder 

Bonnie  Ray,  Baldwin-Wallace  College 

Jim  Rendel,  Rose-Hulman  Institute  of  Technology 

Ray  Ride,  Case  Western  Resen/e  University 

Clarence  W.  Riessen.  Northwestern  University 

Thomas  T.  Rogers  Sr,  Wake  Forest  University 

Jack  Rowan,  Northeast  Louisiana  University 

Sepp  Ruschp.  University  of  Vermont 

Anthony  Russo,  Long  Island  University-Brooklyn  Center 

Paul  Schneider,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 

Steve  Sebo,  University  of  Virginia 

Joe  Sewell,  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa 

Harry  Simmons,  University  of  Southern  Colorado 

Albert  G.  Smith,  University  of  Georgia 

Joe  Sparks,  Memphis  State  University 

Dolph  Stanley,  Beloit  College 

Edward  S.  Sleilz,  Springfield  College 

Earl  Stewart,  Southern  Methodist  University 

Richard  A.  Walker,  Wartburg  College 

Howard  Westcott,  Portland  State  University 

Dixie  White,  Northeast  Louisiana  State  University 

Hilton  White,  Westfield  State  College 

Louis  Whitesell,  Butler  University 

Col  Walter  L  Williams,  Western  Carolina  University 

Wendell  Wilson.  University  of  Illinois 

Harry  Whitney,  Pomona-Pitzer  Colleges 

Louis  F.  Zarza,  Wayne  State  University  (Michigan) 

Please  stand  and  observe  a  moment  of  silence  for  those  who  have 
gone  before  us.  If  you  know  of  persons  that  should  be  added  to  this  list, 
please  contact  a  member  of  th  is  committee  or  the  national  office  staff. 

STATE  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION 

President  Witte:  We  now  come  to  the  feature  that  was  introduced 
four  Conventions  ago;  and  it  was  so  well  received,  it  has  become  our 
annual  practice.  It  is  an  appropriate  moment  and  an  important 
occasion  for  all  of  us.  So,  today’s  activities  will  be  highlighted  by 
what  is  now  known  as  our  Executive  Director  Dick  Schultz’s  annual 
state  of  the  Association  address.  Dick.  (Applause) 

Richard  D.  Schultz:  Mr.  President,  you  are  a  tough  act  to  follow. 
Mr.  President  and  delegates  to  the  1991  Convention:  Welcome  to 
Nashville  and  what  should  be  a  very  interesting  and  challenging 
Convention.  First  of  all,  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  several  items 
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that  have  appeared  in  The  NCAA  News.  I  want  to  be  sure  that 
everyone  is  aware  of  the  program  that  is  now  available  at  the  Betty 
Ford  Center.  The  Betty  Ford  Center  in  Palm  Springs  was  developed 
for  people  suffering  from  alcoholism  and  substance  abuse.  We  have 
developed  a  program  where  individuals  at  NCAA  member  institutions 
will  be  invited  to  spend  three  days  in  a  special  executive  training 
program  at  this  center.  We  have  had  two  of  our  staff  people  participate 
in  that  program  and  they  came  away  with  a  completely  different 
perspective  of  rehabilitation  and  the  identification  of  addicts. 

This  program  will  provide  special  assistance  to  each  member 
institution  in  establishing  an  understanding  of  the  problems  sur¬ 
rounding  drug  and  alcohol  abuse  and  some  of  the  solutions  to 
successful  rehabilitation.  This  program  will  be  carried  out  without 
any  expense  to  the  member  institution  or  the  NCAA  through  the 
courtesy  of  ABC  Sports  and  American  Airlines.  Frank  Uryasz,  from 
our  sports  sciences  staff,  will  be  handling  this  program.  He  may  have 
been  in  touch  with  some  of  your  institutions  already,  because  this 
program  will  start  effective  this  month. 

We  also  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the  announcement  regarding 
disability  insurance  for  elite  athletes.  This  is  available  for  football 
and  basketball  players  who  are  projected  to  go  in  the  first  round  of 
the  NBA  or  the  first  or  second  round  in  the  National  Football  League. 
Any  of  your  athletes  who  have  the  potential  to  fall  into  those 
categories  and  are  accepted  by  the  underwriting  company  will  have 
the  availability  of  an  automatic  loan  from  the  NCAA’s  lead  bank  in 
Kansas  City  at  a  favorable  interest  rate.  These  loans  will  not  require 
a  cosigner  or  other  types  of  security,  other  than  the  fact  that  the 
underwriter  has  judged  that  this  player  will  fall  in  one  of  these  two 
draft  categories. 

This  insurance  has  been  available  for  some  time,  but  receiving  the 
loans  by  the  athlete  has  been  very  difficult.  This  new  program  meets 
NCAA  guidelines  and  will  now  allow  every  athlete  who  qualifies  to 
actually  receive  the  insurance.  As  you  can  recall,  this  was  approved 
several  years  ago  by  the  Association  as  one  means  of  countering  the 
influence  of  some  of  the  unscrupulous  sports  agents. 

I  believe  you  are  all  aware  of  the  catastrophic  medical  insurance 
that  will  be  available  to  all  members  starting  August  1,  1991,  at  no 
cost.  Be  sure  that  you  keep  this  in  mind  as  you  plan  your  budgets  for 
this  upcoming  year.  We  have  had  a  complete  review  of  that  insurance 
program,  not  only  by  our  staff  and  the  underwriters,  but  by  a  select 
group  of  risk  managers  from  your  institutions.  The  input  from  these 
risk  managers  has  been  exceptionally  valuable.  We  are  confident 
that  with  their  input  the  new  catastrophic  medical  insurance  plan 
will  provide  excellent  coverages  for  your  athletes. 

One  final  note,  we  have  all  been  made  very  aware  in  the  last  year 
of  problems  that  can  be  created  if  there  is  not  equal  access  to  locker 
rooms  for  reporters.  The  NCAA  has  had  a  long-standing  policy  at 
championships  events  to  allow  reporters  of  both  sexes  in  locker  rooms 
10  minutes  after  a  championship  contest  is  completed.  We  have  had 
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men  in  women’s  locker  rooms  and  women  in  men’s  locker  rooms 
without  any  problems.  Both  myself  and  our  communications  staff 
urge  you  to  reevaluate  the  access  rules  at  your  institutions,  and  we 
encourage  you  to  adopt  the  ones  that  we  use  at  our  championships.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  there  are  still  some  access  problems  that 
have  the  potential  of  creating  some  very  negative  publicity  for  our 
member  schools. 

During  this  past  year,  much  has  been  said  and  written  about 
reform  in  intercollegiate  athletics.  We  are  addressing  a  serious 
agenda  of  reform  proposals  at  this  Convention.  The  reform  is  more 
than  these  issues.  It  is  multifaceted  and  complex. 

What  we  will  be  considering  this  week  includes  the  legislative 
process;  the  interpretation  of  administration  of  rules;  the  role  of  the 
corporate  NCAA;  the  resolution  of  a  deepening  conflict  between  the 
Association  and  some  of  its  members  over  the  application  of  the 
current  rules  in  the  enforcement  and  infractions  process,  proper 
financing  of  athletics  departments,  and  a  need  to  convincingly 
emphasize  who  is  in  charge  and  that  our  No.  1  priority  is  the  integrity 
of  our  programs  and  the  health,  welfare,  safety  and  education  of  our 
student- athletes.  Last  3'ear,  I  proposed  a  new  model  for  intercollegiate 
athletics.  1  am  pleased  that  many  of  those  proposed  items  are  found 
in  our  legislation  for  this  Convention.  Today,  1  would  like  to  add  a 
second  chapter  to  that  model  and  address  some  of  the  issues  previously 
mentioned. 

We  continue  or  we  need  to  continue  to  reform  our  legislative 
process.  We  have  taken  the  first  step  in  legislative  reform  by  adopting 
a  new  calendar.  This  calendar  needs  some  fine-tuning,  but  overall 
can  be  very  effective  in  expediting  the  business  of  this  Association. 

Now,  and  I  think  especially  after  we  go  through  this  Convention, 
most  of  you  will  agree  that  we  need  to  consider  voting  on  policy  and 
intent  first  at  our  annual  Conventions,  then  delegate  the  writing  of 
rules  and  details  to  others  with  input  from  the  affected  segments  of 
the  membership.  When  this  policy  group  completes  its  work,  it  will 
bring  back  the  final  legislation  to  be  approved  at  the  next  Convention. 
With  this  process  in  place,  there  would  have  to  be  some  exceptions  for 
both  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council  to  submit  specific 
legislation  under  emergency  or  special  authority.  The  final  step  would 
be  a  reduction  in  further  rules  and  deregulation. 

To  reduce  and  simplify  the  rules,  we  have  to  be  serious  about 
deregulation.  We  have  talked  a  lot  about  this  in  the  past,  but  we  really 
have  not  been  serious  or  taken  the  proper  steps  to  bring  this  about.  To 
help  accomplish  this,  we  are  in  the  process  of  establishing  a  meeting 
in  Kansas  City  next  spring  with  representatives  of  coaches  from  all 
Division  I  sports.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  a  very  simple  one:  to 
see  if  we  can  get  agreement  from  coaches  to  reduce  and  simplify  the 
recruiting  rules,  to  eliminate  those  that  are  discriminatory  and 
unneeded,  and  end  up  with  a  very  concise  set  of  rules  that  are  easy  to 
understand  and  can  be  easily  followed.  At  the  same  time,  we  want 
coaches  to  also  agree  on  automatic  penalties  if  they  violate  this 
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simple  set  of  rules. 

If  we  can  be  successful  with  this  meeting  in  simplifying  recruiting 
rules,  we  can  ask  the  Council  to  then  submit  these  changes  to  the 
1992  Convention.  If  we  can  simplify  the  recruiting  rules,  we  should  be 
able  to  use  the  same  method  to  simplify  the  rest  of  our  rule  book.  At 
the  same  time,  we  need  to  draft  legislation  that  will  provide  our  staff 
as  well  as  the  Council  with  more  flexibility  to  deal  with  valid 
exceptions.  For  too  many  years,  there  has  been  a  fear  of  making  a 
common-sense  decision  or  exception  to  an  existing  rule  because  of  the 
concern  that  if  we  make  one  exception  many  more  will  follow. 

We  have  to  have  the  courage  and  the  trust  to  put  flexibility  rules  in 
place.  Then  we  have  to  have  the  wisdom  to  use  that  flexibility 
properly.  I  will  be  asking  the  Council  at  its  post-Convention  meeting 
to  establish  a  subcommittee  to  deal  specifically  with  new  legislative 
reform  and  further  rules  of  deregulation  and  simplification. 

The  NCAA  should  be  a  service  organization  as  well  as  the 
governing  body  for  its  members.  The  NCAA  and  its  committees 
should  be  doing  everything  within  their  authority  to  help  schools  and 
athletes  do  what  they  want  to  do  and  what  is  appropriate  within  the 
rules.  Unless  we  are  willing  to  adjust  and  provide  more  flexibility, 
this  will  be  almost  impossible  to  accomplish. 

Each  July,  I  submit  a  list  of  goals  and  objectives  for  the  upcoming 
year  to  the  Executive  Committee.  One  of  the  items  that  I  presented 
was  to  conduct  a  thorough  review  of  the  enforcement  process.  I  want 
you  to  keep  in  mind  that  this  was  presented  in  writing  last  July.  This 
is  not  a  reaction  to  recent  publications  or  news  articles  or  concerns.  I 
want  a  thorough  review  of  this  process  including  (a)  the  investigative 
process  by  the  enforcement  staff;  (b)  the  function  of  the  Committee 
on  Infractions,  including  the  hearing  process  and  the  method  used 
for  determining  penalties  if  guilty,  and  (c)  the  release  of  information 
to  the  public  regarding  sanctions  and  press  conferences  at  institutions 
announcing  sanctions. 

The  purposes  of  the  review  are  to  make  sure  that  wc  are  doing 
things  in  the  most  effective  way;  that  due  process  can  be  assured, 
that  penalties  are  consistent,  to  determine  if  penalties  should  be 
tougher  or  more  moderate,  to  reduce  the  time  needed  to  complete  the 
investigation,  and  to  project  a  more  positive  image  regarding  the 
enforcement  process.  As  you  are  all  aware,  the  special  Convention  in 
1985  made  sweeping  changes  in  the  enforcement  and  infractions 
process.  After  five  years,  1  feel  that  it  is  time  to  review  those  actions. 

This  review  is  not  requested  because  I  have  any  special  concern 
that  the  enforcement  process  is  not  doing  its  job  fairly  or  that  the 
Infractions  Committee  is  not  just.  We  all  recognize  that  sanctions  in 
the  investigative  process  are  like  a  lightning  rod.  They  attract  much 
negative  publicity,  not  only  to  the  NCAA  but  to  the  individual 
universities  and  college  athletics  in  general.  There  are  no  winners  in 
the  infractions  process.  I  have  asked  the  Council  to  appoint  a  special 
subcommittee  to  help  me  review  these  areas.  I  have  suggested  that 
there  should  not  only  be  Council  members  but  also  others  from  the 
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membership  who  have  been  involved  in  the  enforcement  process  as 
well  as  selected  individuals  from  outside  the  membership  who  could 
provide  some  special  expertise. 

As  you  are  all  aware,  you  make  the  rules  that  govern  the  action  of 
the  enforcement  staff  as  well  as  the  Infractions  Committee.  If 
changes  are  appropriate,  this  special  committee  will  recommend 
specific  legislation  to  the  Council  that  could  be  acted  on  in  1992,  We 
need  to  support  strongly  the  work  of  the  enforcement  staff  and  the 
Infractions  Committee.  In  spite  of  what  you  may  read  or  hear,  their 
efforts  have  resulted  in  fewer  violations.  However,  if  there  are 
concerns  over  the  procedures,  this  will  provide  the  membership  with 
an  opportunity  for  adjustment. 

An  important  paragraph  in  this  second  chapter  on  reform  deals 
with  the  financing  of  athletics  programs.  To  have  meaningful 
reform,  this  issue  has  to  be  addressed.  In  most  cases,  it  is  not  realistic 
to  say  to  an  athletics  director,  “We  want  a  broad-based  program,  we 
want  a  winning  program,  we  want  equality  for  women  and  we  want 
it  to  be  totally  self-supporting.”  The  athletics  department  should  be 
funded  like  any  other  department  or  auxiliary  enterprise  of  the 
university.  A  budget  should  be  submitted  and  approved  and  all  staff 
compensation  should  come  through  normal  university  channels. 
Athletics  departments  should  develop  as  much  revenue  as  possible  by 
institutionally  approved  methods,  and  any  shortfall  should  be 
covered  by  the  university  and  any  profits  should  be  directed  towards 
the  general  fund.  Only  then  can  athletics  hold  its  proper  place  in 
higher  education.  (Applause) 

Finally,  if  we  do  agree,  and  let’s  assume  that  we  do,  that  our  No.  1 
priority  is  the  integrity  of  our  programs  and  institutions  and  the 
health,  welfare,  safety  and  education  of  our  student-athletes,  this 
Convention  gives  us  an  ideal  opportunity  to  make  a  strong  statement 
to  that  effect.  In  the  last  few  months,  many  of  you  have  referred  to 
this  Convention  as  a  landmark  Convention ,  one  of  the  most  important 
in  the  85-year  history  of  the  Association.  If  this  is  accurate,  you  have 
an  opportunity  to  speak  your  mind  and  act  on  one  of  the  most 
extensive  reform  packages  in  the  history  of  the  NCAA;  a  package 
that  addresses  among  other  things  cost- reduction,  restructuring  and 
time  demands  on  student-athletes. 

While  this  package  is  not  all  inclusive,  it  represents  an  important 
step  towards  major  change  in  college  athletics.  The  proposals 
making  up  the  package  have  had  the  most  intensive  study  by  the 
membership  of  any  legislative  effort  in  recent  years.  A  special 
committee  on  cost  reduction  is  a  product  of  the  1989  Convention.  The 
committee  on  membership  structure  was  formed  even  earlier.  Both 
committees  were  to  have  had  legislation  by  1990.  But  because  of  the 
complexity  of  the  issues,  both  were  extended  to  this  Convention.  Both 
of  these  groups  have  an  important  ingredient,  broadened  membership 
representation . 

The  other  reform  proposals  are  based  on  research  completed  over 
two  years  ago  by  the  Presidents  Commission;  exhaustive  work  by  an 
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amalgamation  of  conferences,  and  input  from  athletics  directors, 
coaches,  faculty  and  student-athletes.  It  is  only  coincidental  that 
revenue  distribution  is  being  considered  at  this  sanie  time.  Without  a 
doubt,  these  proposals  contain  things  that  people  will  like  and  things 
that  people  will  not  like.  It  is  important,  however,  to  view  these 
proposals  as  a  total  package.  It  is  also  very  important  that  these 
proposals  have  strong  universal  support.  There  are  numerous  ainend- 
ments  to  the  proposals  that  are  very  acceptable  and  do  a  good  job  of 
fine-tuning,  amendments  to  strengthen  and  fine-tune  but  not  to 
destroy. 

Some  of  the  major  concerns  are  the  proposed  limitations  on  the 
practice  and  playing  seasons,  especially  in  individual  sports.  With 
the  amendments  that  are  proposed  and  supported,  these  are  not  as 
drastic  as  they  might  appear  to  be.  I  think  it  is  also  important, 
however,  if  this  legislation  is  passed  to  come  back  in  1992  and  fine- 
tune  all  of  these  proposals  individually  and  on  a  sport-by-sport  basis. 

I  have  discussed  this  with  the  Presidents  Commission,  with  the 
Council,  with  the  Collegiate  Commissioners  Association;  and  they 
are  in  agreement  that  this  should  take  place  and  this  should  be  a 
major  priority  and  that  a  review  committee  should  be  established  for 
each  of  the  reform  areas  to  review  and  correct  any  flaws  that  develop, 
including  gender-equity  issues. 

We  can  argue  about  the  appropriate  role  for  elite  athletes  or  the 
preprofessional  athletes  in  our  colleges  and  universities.  I  think  my 
position  on  this  is  clear.  Our  No.  1  responsibility  is  to  educate  and  to 
have  good,  well-balanced  programs.  However,  it  is  also  my  opinion 
that  we  still  need  to  be  in  a  position  to  provide  programs  that  will 
serve  the  needs  of  the  preprofessional  and  elite  athletes.  It  is  because 
of  this  that  I  firmly  believe  that  all  these  proposals  should  be  fine- 
tuned,  not  delayed  or  voted  down. 

Cost  reduction  is  necessary  for  the  majority  of  our  institutions,  and 
the  only  effective  way  is  to  have  national  regulation.  The  proposals 
here  are  reasonable  and  present  a  major  first  step  in  reducing  and 
controlling  costs.  Consistent  athletics  philosophies  and  commitments 
to  those  philosophies  are  essential  if  the  Association’s  federated 
membership  structure  is  to  be  effective.  So  steps  to  define  and 
redefine  that  structure  should  also  be  approved.  The  Council  has  not 
presented  these  proposals  to  force  schools  out  of  Division  I  but  to 
provide  reasonable  minimums  more  consistent  with  the  Division  I 
philosophy. 

I  mentioned  a  year  ago  that  we  are  what  we  are  perceived  to  be. 
Unfortunately,  the  perception  of  intercollegiate  athletics  by  the 
general  public  has  not  improved  generally  this  past  year  I  also 
mentioned  last  year  that  we  need  to  be  aggressive  and  proactive  in 
changing  our  model,  because  there  are  others  less  qualified  waiting 
in  the  wings  to  do  that  for  us.  This  latter  statement  is  not  an  idle 
threat.  I.<et  me  read  to  you  a  quote  that  was  recently  in  The  Washington 
Post  from  one  Congressman.  “The  time  has  come  for  the  power  in 
intercollegiate  athletics  to  be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  NCAA. 
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The  NCAA  is  an  organization  that  answers  to  no  one.” 

The  Congressman  went  on  to  say  that  he  can  raise  considerable 
support  for  Federal  legislation  to  limit  the  powers  of  the  NCAA  if  the 
organization  does  not  act  decisively  toward  reform  of  its  policy  at  the 
upcoming  annual  Convention.  There  are  indicators  of  public  support 
for  this  position.  A  recent  poll  indicates  that  68  percent  of  those 
people  responding  felt  that  Congressional  action  was  the  only 
solution  to  current  problems  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

It  is  natural  to  fear  change,  because  we  are  not  sure  what  that 
change  will  actually  mean.  But  we  should  be  more  concerned  about 
uncontrolled  change  in  the  future  if  we  do  not  act  decisively  this  week. 
It  is  time  for  the  NCAA  membership  to  act  on  what  is  best  for  the 
whole  of  college  athletics,  rather  than  what  may  be  desired  by  any  of 
its  parts.  Special-interest  groups,  though  well-meaning,  are  threat 
ening  the  overall  control  and  welfare  of  the  administrative  process. 
Arguments  by  each  interest  group  are  understandable.  No  one  ever 
wants  any  type  of  restriction  in  his  or  her  program.  However,  it  is 
that  type  of  special  interest  that  has  made  it  very  difficult  to  bring 
about  any  meaningful  reform  in  college  athletics. 

It  is  now  time  for  all  of  us  to  refocus  and  guarantee  by  our  actions 
effective  control  of  our  intercollegiate  programs.  The  proper  place  of 
intercollegiate  athletics  within  higher  education  is  the  issue  at  this 
Convention,  not  what  may  or  may  not  be  desired  by  a  particular  sport 
or  particular  institution,  or  by  any  specialized  or  elite  group  of 
individuals. 

The  challenge  is  obvious.  Are  we  going  to  control  our  own  destiny 
or  be  controlled  by  others?  Let’s  take  the  second  small  step  toward  a 
new  model.  The  gauntlet  has  been  thrown  down.  Let’s  he  sure  that  we 
respond  aggressively  and  positively,  and  that  our  actions  at  this 
Convention  allow  us  to  retain  control  of  intercollegiate  athletics 
within  the  framework  of  higher  education  in  the  NCAA.  (Applause) 

President  Witte:  Thank  you,  Dick.  That  concludes  this  opening 
business  session  of  the  1991  Convention,  and  we  are  in  recess  at  this 
time. 

[The  opening  business  session  was  adjourned  at  5:54  p.m,] 
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Tuesday  Morning,  January  8, 1991 

The  Division  I-A  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8:05  a.m. 
by  Division  I  Vice-President  B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University. 

OPENING  REMARKS  .  .  .  t  *  v 

Mr.  Skelton:  i  would  like  to  call  the  Division  I-A  business  session 

to  order.  There  are  a  few  announcements  that  I  need  to  present  at  this 
time  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  two  portions  of  t^  Convention 
Program.  First,  see  Page  vi  in  the  buff-colored  pages.  There  you  will 
find  the  program  for  the  Division  I-A  business  session.  Then,  see 
Appendix  A.  Page  161,  the  first  of  the  blue  pages  in  the  program. 
That  lists  the  two  proposals  that  we  will  take  action  on  this 
We  first  will  vote  on  those  two  items  and  then  we  will  entertain  any 
discussion  of  the  proposals  on  the  agenda  for  the  Division  ^  busings 
session  that  begins  later  this  morning, 

remaining,  we  can  review  any  other  proposal  in  the  book  that  you 
may  wish  to  discuss. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Formal  Invitations— CertHied  Postseason  Football  Games 
John  D.  Swofford  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Chapel  Hill): 
Mr.  Chair.  I  am  chair  of  the  NCAA  Special  Events  Committee  and 
Postseason  Bowl  Subcommittee.  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  iNo. 

fThc  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  current  selection-date  legislation  for  bowl  games  has  become 
largely  abused,  ignored,  ineffective  and  in  ways  hypocritical  for  our 
Association.  It  is  legislation  that  cannot  be  properly  enforced  by  our 
enforcement  department  and  the  Postseason  Bowl  Subcommittee 
has  discussed  this  in  the  past  few  days  with  the  enforcement 
department.  It  often  makes  a  mockery  of  our  bowl  selection  process, 
and  our  committee  feels  it  undermines  the  integrity  of  that  process. 
Yesterday,  the  bowl  association,  which,  of  course,  is  made  up  ot  the 
existing  19  bowl  games,  announced  that  it  ^ 

imposed  selection  date  for  next  year  s  games,  with  a  $250,000  tine  to 
be  levied  against  any  bowl  that  violates  this  provision  by  prematurely 

Certainly,  we  will  need  to  see  if  this  realistically  can  work.  Our 
committee  feels  that  it  is  time,  since  this  legislation  has  not  worked 
from  our  end.  to  let  the  bowls  see  if  they  can  make  it  work  from  their 
end.  Consequently,  the  Postseason  Bowl  Subcommittee  and  the 
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Council  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  65,  thus  removing  the 
selection  date  legislation  from  our  bylaws.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  65  (Page  A-118)  was  approved  by  Division  I.] 
Recruiting  Contacts— Division  l-A  Head  Coach 
Charles  M.  Neinas  (College  Football  Association):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  we  wish  to  propose  No.  102  for  adoption. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  and  rationale  are  there  for  you  to  read,  and  1  will  not 
take  the  time  to  recite  that.  But  1  would  like  to  give  you  three  points 
to  bring  to  your  attention  in  consideration  of  No.  102. 

First,  the  sponsors  of  this  amendment  are  basically  the  spimsors  to 
the  original  amendment,  which  would  limit  the  head  coach  to  one 
contact  off  campus  with  a  football  prospect.  What  has  happened 
since  this  rule  has  been  in  effect  has  been  an  evaluation  of  what  is  the 
change  in  our  society.  There  are  more  single-parent  families;  there 
are  more  two-income  families.  Therefore,  it  has  become  difficult  on 
some  occasions  for  the  head  football  coach  to  visit  with  the  prospect 
and  his  parent  or  parents  on  the  same  calendar  day  that  he  visits  the 
prospect  in  the  high  school.  Coaches  tell  me  that  it  is  very  important, 
both  for  evaluation  and  recruiting  purposes,  to  hove  the  opportunity 
to  meet  with  the  parents  and  the  prospect  in  the  home  setting  What 
this  is  intended  to  do  is  to  adjust  the  rule  in  a  minimal  fashion  to 
recognize  that  problems  do  exist.  We  invite  your  support. 

Charles  F.  Taylor  (University  of  Cincinnati):  In  supporting 
Chuck  Neinas’  position,  I  think  one  other  thing  that  is  extremely 
important  to  remember  is  that  we  talk  about  putting  in  good 
legislation  and  then  trying  to  fine  tune  it.  1  think  this  is  exactly  that, 
just  a  fine  tuning  and  a  response  to  a  problem  that  our  coaches  have 

^^^"[Proposal  No.  102  (Page  A- 153)  was  approved  by  Division  I.] 
Mr.  Skelton:  Thank  you.  We  stand  adjourned,  and  we  will  begin 
again  in  here  for  the  Division  I  business  session  at  10.15. 

[The  Division  I-A  business  session  was  adjourned  at  8:20  a.m.j 
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The  Division  l-AA  business  session,  held  January  8,  1991,  was 
called  to  order  at  8:02  a.m.,  with  Charlotte  West,  Southern  Illinois 
University  at  Carbondale,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Ms.  West:  If  everyone  could  find  a  seat,  please.  Good  morning,  this 
is  the  Division  I-AA  business  session.  We  welcome  each  of  you.  I  have 
a  few  announcements  before  we’re  under  way.  In  your  Convention 
Program,  let  me  call  your  attention  to  two  portions  of  the  program. 
First,  page  vi  in  your  buff-colored  pages,  early  in  the  book,  vi,  you’ll 
find  the  program  for  the  Division  l-AA  business  session.  Then  see 
Appendix  A,  which  is  Page  161,  the  first  of  the  blue  pages  in  the 
program.  That  lists  the  one  proposal  that  we  will  take  action  on  this 
morning.  We  will  first  vote  on  that  one  proposal,  then  we  will 
entertain  any  discussion  of  the  proposals  on  the  agenda  for  the 
Division  I  business  session  that  begins  later  this  morning.  Finally,  if 
we  have  time  remaining,  we  can  review  any  other  proposal  in  the 
book  that  you  may  wish  to  discuss. 

Please  remember  that  you  need  your  voting  instrument  for  any  vote 
in  this  session  and  through  the  remainder  of  the  Convention.  Our 
procedures  dictate  that  all  voting  be  done  by  instrument,  rather  than 
by  voice  or  hand. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Heritage  Bowl 

James  Frank  (Southwestern  Athletic  Conference):  I  would  like  to 
move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  113. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  was  before  you  last  year,  and  it  was  overwhelmingly 
defeated.  The  two  conferences  are  still  committed  to  this  concept; 
and  in  analyzing  and  making  an  assessment  of  what  happened  last 
year,  we  were  basically  told  that  the  proposal  was  a  bit  too  restrictive, 
that  other  conferences  should  have  the  op^rtunity  to  have  such  a 
bowl  game.  The  two  conferences  were  certainly  quite  willing  to  offer 
an  amendment  so  that  this  opportunity  will  be  available  to  the  other 
conferences;  however,  the  deadline  for  submission  of  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  was  too  late  for  the  November  15  deadline.  And  I  was  told  that 
if  it  was  submitted,  it  would  be  ruled  out  of  order. 

So  in  that  regard,  if  approved,  two  conferences  certainly  would  be 
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willing  to  offer  this  proposal  next  year  so  that  other  conferences 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  have  such  a  bowl  game  if  they  so  desire. 
However,  I  would  just  urge  and  request  that  you  vote  for  this  proposal 
so  that  we  would  have  the  opportunity  to  plan  for  this  game  starting 
next  year.  We  can  put  forth  a  proposal  that  would,  of  course,  open  an 
opportunity  for  everybody  else. 

I  would  just  like  to  make  one  other  comment.  We  certainly  are 
committed  to  the  Division  1-AA  play-offs.  The  game  would  be  played 
after  the  play-offs.  But  I  would  urge  you  at  this  time  to  give  us  this 
opportunity.  I  think  all  of  us  are  cognizant  and  concerned  about 
revenue  to  support  our  programs.  And  this  would  be  a  vehicle,  an 

opportunity  for  us  to  do  so.  Thank  you.  ,  r-  n  ■  t 

Albert  E.  Smith  (South  Carolina  State  College):  Following  Jim 
Frank,  I  want  to  make  just  a  few  comments  relative  to  the  reasoning 
behind  our  ambitious  efforts  to  have  the  Heritage  Bowl.  This,  ladies 
and  gentlemen,  represents  more  than  just  the  normal  bowl  game  lor 
these  1 7  institutions.  You  probably  know  that  the  17  institutions  that 
we  speak  of,  all  historically  black  colleges,  are  institutions  that 
moment  have  student  bodies  that  number  somewhere  in  the  neighbor 
hood  of  80  percent  as  it  relates  to  financial  aid.  We  are  also 
institutions  that  have  not  had  the  opportunity  in  past  years  to  develop 

elaborate  endowment  funds.  ,  ,  .  ,  j  * 

Several  years  ago,  because  we  realized  the  fact  that  we  need  to 
provide  financial  aid,  scholarship  money  for  our  genera!  students,  we 
initiated  what  was  called  the  Thurgood  Marshall  Fund.  Now,  we  did 
that  in  collaboration  with  the  Miller  Brewing  Company  and  the 
National  Basketball  Association.  Over  the  years,  and  that’s  been 
about  five  years  now,  the  NBA  is  no  longer  associated  with  it.  Miller 
Brewing  Company  is  still  trying  to  help  support  it.  On  our  campus, 
we  have  a  number  of  students  who  are  now  being  supported  through 
the  Thurgood  Marshall  b'und.  The  purpose  of  this  Heritage  Bowl  is  to 
help  us  assist  more  of  our  schools  students  not  athletes,  we  re 
talking  about  students,  period.  So  we’re  asking  you  to  find  it  in  your 
heart.s  to  support  us  as  we  attempt  to  support  these  young  people. 
When  you  have  more  than  90  percent  of  your  students  receiving 
financial  aid,  and  you  have  no  endowment  fund,  it’s  a  very  difficult 

proposition.  j  * 

So  the  presidents  who  are  here  today  from  the  M  id- b  a  stern 
Athletic  Conference  and  the  Southwestern  Athletic  Conference,  are 
asking  you  to  please  consider  very  favorably  this  request  to  have  the 
Heritage  Bowl  approved.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ronald  D.  Stephenson  (Big  Sky  Conference):  I  think  the 
Heritage  Bowl  provides  a  unique  opportunity  for  two  conferences  to 
have  an  experience  that  probably  is  not  available  to  the  rest  of  us 
because  of  their  uniqueness.  And  I  would  urge  the  membership  to 

support  the  Heritage  Bowl.  .  ,  *  *  i 

[Proposal  No,  113  (Page  A- 162)  was  approved  by  Division  l-AA.j 
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REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Presidents  Commission  Grouping 

Ms.  West;  Now,  as  1  indicated  earlier,  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
discuss  any  motions  that  will  come  up  today  m  the  Division  I 
business  session.  We’ll  take  those  first.  T  t^ht  it 
although  it  certainly  is  up  to  your  discretion  that  »<=  look  ^  the 
Amendment-to-amendment  No,  40-1  in  your  Program  on  Page  84, 
This  is  a  1-AA  item,  as  you  know.  It  will  be  voted  on  ’ 

because  it  is  a  part  of  a  larger  motion  that  will  be  handled  in  the 

Division  I  business  session.  _  .  _  ,, 

What  No.  40-1  would  do,  as  you  know,  is  have  a  phase-in  for  th 
reduction  of  football  scholarships.  The  phase-in,  which  would  be 
parallel  to  that  which  had  been  included  in  the  original 
A  I  bring  that  to  your  attention.  If  anyone  would  like  to  -speak  for  or 
ae^ainsL  it  just  inhirmally,  you  can  do  so  at  this  tirne.  •  .1 

\)on  Graham  (Southland  Conference):  All  we 
same  consideration  that  I-A  is  receiving  in  the  reduction  of  footbal 
grants.  As  you  know,  football  is  unique.  With  70  grants,  a  10  percen 
cut  will  cut  US  seven  in  one  year.  There  arc  several  institutions  in  I- 
AA  that  attempt  to  play  I-A  people.  In  order  to  sornewhat  m 

competitive  balance,  as  they  gradually  decrease  their  grants,  we 

Stephenson  (Big  Sky  Conference);  It’s  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  agenda  has  been  reordered  so  that 
will  be  considered  as  the  final  part  of  the  reforrn  agenda  after  No.  58 
Srrect  me  if  Tm  wrong;  but  if  I  understand  this  now  we  could 
conceivably  pass  No.  40-1,  which  would  reduce  grants  m  Division  I 
AA  football  and  Proposal  40  could  fail.  We  could  end  up  with  a 
deduction  of  grants  in  Division  I- AA,  without  a  reduction  of  grants  in 

Ms!  wist:  I  think  40-1 ,  if  passed,  is  simply  how  the  reduction  would 
be  implemented.  Then  we  would  go  back  and  vote  on  No.  40. 

Don  Graham  (Southland  Conference);  Let  me  talk  about 
No  45  and  No.  45-1 .  First  let  me  get  a  question  answered  on  No.  4o. 
No  45  will  be  voted  on  Section  A,  Section  B  and  Section  C.  What  will 
happen  if  Section  A  is  approved  by  all  of  Division  I  and  SectionC  is 
rejected  by  Division  I-AA?  Will  we  then  be  allowed  to  remain  with  six 
sjiirts,  both  men  and  women  while  Divisions  I-A  and  I- AAA  would  be 

^^Ms^West:  Division  1  is  a  roll-call  vote;  and  if  it  passes,  (you  said  if 
A  paies)  that  would  mandate  all  institutions  in  Division  I  having 
seven  varsity  sports  for  men  and  seven  for  won^n, 

Mr.  Graham:  But  Section  C  refers  only  to  Division  I-AA  s^rts 
sponso^hip,  only  a  I-AA  vote.  If  the  membership  of  1-AA  rejects  that, 
our  language  would  be  six  and  six. 

Ms.  West:  No,  I  think  A  would  supersede  that. 

Mr.  Graham:  Then  why  is  it  a  separate  vote. 

Ms.  West:  I  think  that’s  because  of  the  language  that  s  in  the 
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Manual  now. 

Mr.  Graham:  Okay.  If  that  is  the  case,  then  let  me  address 
Amendment-to-amendment  45*1,  which  takes  into  consideration  the 
uniqueness  of  the  sport  of  football.  As  you  know,  football  has  more 
grants,  three  times  as  many  grants  as  any  other  sport.  The  financial 
commitment  in  the  sport  of  football  has  to  be  considered.  So  basically 
what  we  are  asking,  if  you  have  the  sport  of  football  and  sponsor  it 
with  a  minimum  of  50  grants-in  aid,  you  are  only  required  to  have  six 
varsity  sports.  This  is  only  on  the  men’s  side.  On  the  women’s  side  we 
would  still  be  required  to  have  seven  sports.  That,  in  addition,  would 
also  help  bring  up  our  female-to-male  student-athlete  ratio,  which 
any  school  that  has  football  and  has  the  same  number  of  sports  on 
both  sides  has  a  disporportionate  share  of  male  student- athletes  in 
participation.  We  would  ask  for  your  support  on  this  amendment. 

R.  Daniel  Beebe  (Ohio  Valley  Conference):  Our  conference  is  a 
cosponsor  of  Amendment-to-amendment  45-1,  and  we  ask  for  your 
support.  If  the  restructuring  proposals  are  adopted  without  this 
amendment-to-amendment,  institutions  that  currently  sponsor  Divi¬ 
sion  I  football  programs  would  be  required  to  fund  almost  twice  tbe 
number  of  scholarships  as  other  Division  I  member  institutions.  We 
think  it’s  fair  to  give  some  consideration  to  institutions  that  demon¬ 
strate  a  significant  financial  commitment  to  have  scholarship 
football  programs  in  Division  I. 

Ronald  D.  Stephenson  (Big  Sky  Conference):  Charlotte,  back  to 
No.  45  for  a  minute.  Did  I  hear  you  say  that  even  if  Paragraph  C  were 
to  pass  that  that  would  be  overruled  by  the  passage  of  45-A? 

Ms.  West:  Yes.  Yes,  it  would.  Now,  as  you  all  know,  I-A  has  seven 
sports  for  men  and  seven  for  women.  We  have  had  the  opportunity  to 
do  that  if  we  wanted  to.  And  that’s  what  C  would  do.  If  we  had  wanted 
to  come  back  independently,  we  could  have  voted  seven  and  seven. 
But  in  today’s  business  session,  if  A  passes.  Division  1  votes,  a  roll 
call  of  the  total  membership,  to  mandate  that  everybody  in  Division 
I  have  seven  and  seven,  then  we  could  not  go  back  as  a  subdivision 
and  vote  for  a  lesser  minimum  criteria. 

Mr.  Stephenson:  But  was  that  not  the  purpose  when  we  passed 
federation  several  years  ago,  to  allow  the  subdivisions  of  Division  I  to 
establish  their  own  sports  sponsorship  criteria?  Wasn’t  that  what  we 
approved? 

Ms.  West:  But  never  to  the  degree  that  it  would  be  less  than  the 
minimum  set  for  the  entire  division.  And,  of  course,  that  is  what  we’ll 
be  voting  on  today  in  A.  If  you  want  to  maintain  the  six  and  six,  then 
you  would  vote  “no”  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Stephenson:  “No”  on  45-A?  So  if  you  want  to  stay  at  six  and 
six,  vote  “no”  on  45-A? 

Ms.  West:  Right. 

R.  Daniel  Beebe  (Ohio  Valley  Conference):  If  4.5-B  is  adopted, 
what  effect  will  that  have  on  45-A  in  regard  to  the  financial-aid 
requirements  if  you  count  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  cross  country 
as  three  sports?  Does  that  render  46-A  moot? 
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Ms.  West:  No,  it  doesn’t  render  it  moot.  It’s  simply  the 
where  if  you  say  you’re  counting  all  three  that  would  he  ^relevant  at 

tot  p^lnt  But  if  you  count  two  or  y®®  «  *tre  ifa 

annlication  So  it  would  not  moot  A,  but  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
p^SHhere,  if  you’re  counting  Ml  three,  would  no  longer  be 

'^Mr!  Beebe:  Well,  I  want  to  ask  the  Division  I-AA  membership  to 
vote  against  No.  45-B.  especially  since  No.  46-A  provides  a  safeguard 
for  providing  more  scholarships  and 

going  to  count  the  sports  as  three  sports.  You  would  still  haj  to 
provide  more  scholarships.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  purpose  of  the 

jXnTRaSpMCollege  of  William  and  Mary):  I  woMd  like  to 
support  the  speaker  who  just  urged  that  you  not  approve  No  45^R 
Ob^kiusly  there  are  some  very  significant  reasons  that  go  into  th  s 
snort  of  track  and  field  itself;  but  in  the  event  that  that  legislation  is 
nassed  it  will  cause  many  programs  to  have  to  come  up  with  another 
sports  program.  In  other  words,  increase  the  cost  of  doing  business  m 
the  event  that  45-A  is  passed  and  we’re  required  to  sponsor  seven 

men’s  and  seven  women  s  sports.  . 

Secondly  a  much  deeper,  philsophical  issue  is  the  impact  on 
snort  of  trS:k  and  field  itself.  There  is  no  question  that  if  institutions 
d^’t  get  credit  for  sponsoring  indoor  track,  fhat  the  sport  ^self  will 
die  I  fhink,  a  rather  quick  and  ugly  death.  It  could  become  a  Sunbel 
snort  exclusively,  for  instance.  If  there  is  no  credit  for  sponsorship  of 
iSoor  track,  then  logically  several  years  from  now  there  will  be  no 

indoor  track  championship.  *  -n  -wbv  snonsor 

Athletics  directors  around  the  country  will  say.  Why  sponsor 
indoor  track?  Why  have  an  indoor  track  team?  Why  not  shorten  the 
whole  season?”  then  the  next  thing,  particularly  m  areas  of  the 
country  that  are  weather  dependent,  such  as  the  East, 
die  at  the  college  level.  So  I  urge  your  earnest  consideration  in  defeat 
of  No.  45-B  I  think  that  this  legislation  is  P/cmature.  U  needs  more 
study.  It  would  not  impact  the  intent  of  45-A  or  45-t.. 

Recruiting 

Don  Graham  (Southland  Conference):  I  want  to  call  Y^ur  attention 
to  Proposal  No.  104,  which  is  a  Divisions  I-A,  I  AA  football  vote.  It 
will  beaded  on  in  the  Division  I  business  session.  This  is  Southlan^ 

Conference’s  request  again -we  had  it  „ 

allowing  any  staff  member  to  pick  up  prospective  student-athletes  on 
the  occasion  of  their  official  visit.  We  feel  that  this  is  particular  y 
important  to  Division  I-AA.  I-AA  institutions,  we  feel,  do  not  have  the 
op^rtunity  or  the  financial  resources  to  By  in  most  of  their  Prospec¬ 
tive  studenlathletes  in  football.  We  usua  ly  recruit  ffJXtTnTstaff 
local  area.  However,  the  rules  are  currently  ^r 

member  may  go  to  the  nearest  major  airport  to  pick  up  a  recruit  to 

Let  me  give  you  an  example.  For  Stephen  F.  Austin  State  University, 


Division  I-AA  Business  Session 


77 


located  in  Nacogdoches,  Texas,  the  closest  major  airport  is  86  miles 
away  in  Shreveport,  Louisiana.  If  they  were  to  fly  a  recruit  in,  they 
could  send  any  individual  on  their  staff  to  that  airport  and  pick  up 
that  student.  However,  if  they  have  another  recruit  halfway  m 
between  the  two  spots,  in  Carthage,  Texas,  that  person  couldn  t  stop 
there  and  pick  up  that  recruit.  That  doesn’t  make  sense. 

We’re  not  trying  to  increase  the  number  of  recruiters  One  of  the 
concerns  was  that  we  were  putting  people  out  on  the  road  that  did  not 
have  knowledge  of  the  rules.  With  the  certification  program  proposed 
in  No.  33  probably  passing,  and  with  our  Amendment-to-amendment 
No.  104-1,  which  also  would  require  any  person,  including  a  staff 
member,  to  be  certified  under  a  conference  program,  we  hope  that 

those  concerns  would  be  addressed.  •  •  t  a  a 

But  we  do  feel  that  this  is  a  need  vitally  important  to  Division  1-A  A 
because  we  do  not  have  the  opportunity  that  the  I-A  people  do  of 
having  people  fly  in,  using  other  staff  members  besides  their  six 
assistant  coaches  and  one  head  coach.  I  would  urge  your  support. 

Eligibility 

Gene  Bleymaier  (Boise  State  University):  Madam  Chair,  f  would 
like  to  discuss  Proposal  No.  73,  if  we  could,  for  a  couple  of  minutes  to 
get  this  group’s  feeling,  and  maybe  ask  for  a  straw  vote  just  to  get  an 

indication.  ,  ,  jjv.-  i 

This  is  the  proposal  to  allow  student-athletes  to  earn  an  additional 
year  of  eligibility.  I  want  to  make  sure  that  Division  I-AA  understands 
this.  I  would  like  to  discuss  it  at  this  time  and  ask  for  the  comments 

of  Division  I-AA  at  this  time.  i  xu  * 

The  sponsors  feel  very  strongly  that  this  is  a  good  proposal,  that 
this  will  help  student-athletes  in  a  number  of  areas.  The  motivation 
behind  this  proposal  is  the  fact  that  currently  only  15  percent  of  al 
students  are  graduating  in  four  years  Only  15  percent  of  all 
students.  That’s  not  student- athletes.  The  average  length  of  time  now 
for  all  students  to  complete  a  degree,  exceeds  five  years.  We  feel  that 
this  would  be  a  proposal  that  would  help  graduation  rates  trenwnd- 
ously.  All  of  us,  beginning  in  November  of  this  year,  are  going  to  have 
to  go  public  and  report  our  graduation  rates.  We  feel  this  will  increase 

^^Itwill  not  cost  schools  anything.  In  fact,  it  will  reduce  costs.  You’ll 
be  able  to  reduce  recruiting  costs  by  20  percent  and  will  reduce  the 
overall  scholarship  costs  for  those  schools  that  are  paying  for  fntlv 
year  scholarships  now  for  those  student-athletes  who  have  exhausted 
their  eligibility.  This  proposal  also  goes  a  long  way  toward  the 
freshman -ineligibility  question.  A  lot  of  the  schools  will  be  in  favor  ot 
freshmen  being  ineligible,  but  I  don’t  think  it  will  ever  pass  because 
it  is  a  financial  issue.  Our  football  coaches  would  ask  for  more 
scholarships  if  we  were  going  to  take  away  25  percent  of  their  teams. 
So  I  don’t  think  freshman  ineligibility  will  ever  come  to  pass.  Yet  this 
proposal  would  go  a  long  way  toward  that;  because  if  you  have  fnth- 
year  seniors  who  are  eligible,  fewer  freshmen  would  be  asked  to 


78 


1991  Ccmvention  Proceedings 


Ithktes  ortomer  student-athletes.  But  the  reality  is  we  ^ 

Graduate  by  the  end  of  that  fourth  season,  can  co"'®  ^ack  He  can 
finish  his  degree  he  can  participate,  he  can  be  a  member  of  the  team^ 
And  then  he  can  move  on  into  society  and 

other  choice  is  to  reject  him  when  he  s  so  close  to  finishing  his  degre^ 
UhTnkS  a  real  tragedy.  That’s  the  primary  reason  were  m 

^X’otCiSKenetouchedonisalsoav^^^^^^^^ 

at  it,  it’s  a  kind  of  a  windfall,  because  it 

We,  in  essence,  get  to  save  money  because  ,  -x- 

student-athletes,  our  recruiting  costs  go  ter  educa- 

«t»dpnt-athletes  we’re  providing  a  more  enhanced,  greater  eauca 

agafn,TsTh?reX"^^^^^^^^^ 

of  William  and  Mary):  Since  this  has 

^  _ _79 
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come  up  for  a  straw  vote,  I  would  like  to  weigh  in  on  the  other  side 
before  we  go  too  far  along  here.  First  of  all,  No.  73  is  opposed  by  the 
Presidents  Commission,  You’ve  all  gotten  the  sheet  that  shows  this, 
and  you  know  that.  Second  of  all,  I  contest  this  business  that  only  15 
percent  of  students  graduate  in  four  years.  I  cannot  believe  that’s  . 
accurate.  Thirdly,  if  it  is  accurate,  then  the  schools  where  that’s  true  I 
have  a  problem.  They  ought  to  start  working  on  it  to  make  sure  that  J 
more  people  graduate  within  four  years.  J 

And  finally,  this  is  not  a  financial  issue.  If  people  can’t  participate, 
they  should  still  be  provided  the  opportunity  to  complete  their  S 

education.  You  should  do  that  from  resources  that  are  currently  being  ' 

allocated,  I  don’t  think  we  should  distort  the  essential  qualifications  ' 
we  set  up  when  we  made  requirements  with  regard  to  qualifiers  and 
nonqualifiers  and  use  this  financial  aid  or  a  financial -residency 
argument  as  a  way  to  get  around  it,  t 

[NOTE:  In  a  straw  vote,  the  Division  I- A  A  members  voted  in  ' 
opposition  to  Proposal  No.  73.  j  ' 

Gene  Bleymaier  (Boise  State  University);  The  gentleman  that 
just  spoke,  docs  he  happen  to  know  why  the  Presidents  Commission  • 
opposed  No,  73?  I  would  he  interested  in  knowing  what  their  rationale 
was, 

John  H.  Leavens  (NCAA).  Gene,  I  attended  the  meeting  yester- 
day,  and  they  made  two  basic  points.  The  first  was  the  concern  that  * 

the  Proposal  48  was  weakened  by  this  proposal,  in  that  it  would  | 

encourage  institutions  to,  again ,  recruit  prospective  student-athletes  1 
who  are  nonqualifiers,  providing  them  a  carrot,  in  essence,  to  say,  | 
“You  can  get  your  additional  season  back.”  So  they  were  concerned 
about  that.  The  other  was  the  point  that  was  made  earlier,  which  J 
basically  contested  the  view  that  students  typically  do  not  graduate  ; 
within  a  four-year  period.  1  think  it  was  the  view  of  the  Presidents  ; 
Commission  that  student*  athletes  who  received  this  type  of  assistance  j 

and  who  are  the  more  traditional  type  of  student  who  comes  straight 
from  high  school  into  college,  could  be  said  to  be  graduating  typically 
within  a  four-year  period.  So  those  were  the  two  points  that  they 
made. 

[The  Division  I-AA  business  session  was  adjourned  at  8:43  a.m.j 
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Tuesday  Morning,  January  8, 1991 

The  Division  I-AAA  business  session  was  convened  at  8:02  a.m,  by 
R.  Elaine  Dreidamc,  University  of  Dayton,  chair, 

(NOTE:  Because  no  votes  were  taken  in  the  session,  the  following 
is  a  summary  of  the  discussion.  Only  discussion  of  a  significant 
nature  concerning  the  proposed  amendments  is  summarized.  A 
verbatim  transcript  is  on  file  in  the  Association’s  national  office.} 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Chair  Dreidame  announced  the  proposals  to  be  voted  on  at  the 
Division  I  business  session,  those  that  would  be  withdrawn  and  those 
that  had  amendments-to-amendments.  She  indicated  that  the  dele¬ 
gates  were  free  to  discuss  any  of  them. 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

The  delegates  took  several  straw  votes,  many  of  them  having  to  do 
with  Division  I  membership  criteria,  establishment  of  Division 
I-AAA  football,  elimination  of  championships  opportunities  in 
Division  II  or  III  football  for  Division  I-AAA  institutions  and 
federation  issues. 

Several  delegates  spoke  in  opposition  to  proposals  that  would 
strengthen  Division  I  membership  criteria,  expanded  federation  to 
include  maximum  financial  aid  limitations  and  establishment  of  a 
Division  I-AAA  football  championship.  The  following  is  a  summary 
of  straw  votes  taken  on  specific  proposals  (the  description  of  straw- 
vote  results  represents  the  chair’s  interpretation  of  paddle  votes): 

No.  44,  which  would  require  Division  I  members  to  play  100 
percent  of  their  contests  used  to  fulfill  division  membership  criteria 
and  50  percent  of  other  contests  against  other  Division  I  opponents, 
was  approved  by  a  “significant  majority”  if  amended  by  No.  46-2  to 
reduce  the  first  requirement  to  75  percent  and  was  “significantly 
defeated”  if  unamended. 

No.  45,  Part  A,  which  would  require  sponsorship  of  seven  varsity 
sports  for  men  and  seven  for  women  as  Division  I  membership 
criteria,  was  “defeated  significantly.” 

No.  46,  which  would  establish  three  alternative  minimum  financial 
aid  requirements  as  Division  I  membership  criteria,  was  “about 
even”  if  amended  by  No.  46-3  (only  countable  financial  aid  would  be 
used);  “significantly  defeated”  if  amended  only  by  No.  46-4,  and 
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“significantly  defeated”  if  unamended.  ’ 

No.  48,  which  would  permit  Division  I-A  and  other  Division  I  i 

members  to  vote  separately  on  maximum  financial  aid  limitations,  J 

was  “unanimously  defeated.”  ^ 

No .  53,  which  would  prohibit  multidivision  classification  in  football ,  ; 

was  “approved  significantly”  if  amended  by  No.  53- 1  (delaying  the  I 
effective  date)  and  was  “defeated  significantly”  if  unamended.  ' 

No.  54,  which  called  for  legislation  to  establish  a  Division  I- AAA 
football  classification,  was  approved.  ' 

No.  79,  which  would  further  define  satisfactory  progress  in 
Division  I  by  a  graduated  grade-point  average,  was  “defeated.”  ' 

No.  80,  which  would  permit  a  nonqualifier  and  partial  qualifier  a 
fourth  season  of  eligibility  under  certain  conditions,  was  “signifi¬ 
cantly  defeated.” 

No.  85,  which  would  specify  that  a  Division  I  member  could  not 
award  financial  aid  with  an  equivalency  of  less  than  one-third,  was 
“unanimously  defeated.” 

No.  97,  which  would  permit  Division  I  institutions  to  meet  the 
automatic-qualification  requirements  with  a  minimum  number  of 
conference  contests,  was  favored  by  a  “slight  majority.” 

The  principles  expressed  in  Proposal  Nos.  36,  37  and  40  were  all 
viewed  favorably  by  the  Division  I-AAA  delegates.  The  same  was  true  ] 
of  Proposal  Nos.  20,  21  and  23. 

[The  Division  I-AAA  business  session  was  adjourned  at  9:20 
a.m.) 
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Tuesday  Morning,  January  8, 1991 

The  Division  II  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8:08  a.m.,  by 
Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Central  Missouri  State  University,  Division  II  vice- 
president. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr,  Hughes:  Good  morning.  I  would  like  to  call  the  Division  II 
business  session  to  order.  For  the  past  few  years,  we  have  been  very 
fortunate  to  have  James  Cleary  of  California  State  University, 
Northridge,  serve  as  our  parliamentarian.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Cleary  is 
the  editor  and  writes  the  current  Roberts  Rules  of  Order.  Whereas  Cal 
Northridge  has  moved  to  Division  I  and  we  haven’t  had  any 
parliamentarian  problems  for  the  last  couple  of  years,  this  year  we 
decided  we  would  get  just  anyone  to  be  our  parliamentarian.  So,  we 
got  Howard  “Bud”  El  well,  director  of  athletics,  Gannon  University. 
(NOTE:  Various  introductions,  corrections  to  the  Convention  Pro¬ 
gram,  vottn.g  instructions  and  other  announcements  were  made.] 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  Hughes:  As  in  the  past,  each  of  the  Council  members  has  been 
assigned  a  different  subset  of  the  Official  Notice.  They  will  come  to 
the  podium  and  move  through  those  items  rather  rapidly,  we  hope. 
When  we  arrive  at  a  proposal  to  be  voted  on  in  this  session,  we  will 
stop,  act  upon  that  issue,  and  then  move  on. 

If  at  any  time  a  Council  member  is  up  here  explaining  something 
that  is  going  to  be  voted  on  in  the  general  business  session  and  you 
have  an  inquiry  about  it,  please  rise  to  a  microphone  and  we  will  try 
to  the  best  of  our  ability  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have.  So, 
we  will  begin  with  the  consent  package.  Proposal  Nos.  1  through  18. 

Consent  Package 

Cheryl  Tucker  (Northeast  Missouri  State  University):  Proposal 
Nos.  1  through  18  are  offered  as  a  consent  package  of  amendments 
considered  to  be  noncontroversial  or  housekeeping  in  nature.  Any 
objection  from  an  active  or  voting  conference  to  any  item  contained 
in  this  package  will  remove  that  item  for  separate  vote.  The  remainder 
of  the  package  will  be  acted  upon  with  a  single  vote  requiring  a  two- 
thirds  majority  approval  for  the  adoption  inasmuch  as  the  package 
contains  certain  dominant  provisions. 

No.  1,  Championship-Selection  Process.  The  intent  is  to  confirm 
that  the  Executive  Committee  retains  exclusive  authority  to  establish 
and  revise  the  selection  process  for  administration  of  an  NCAA 
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championship.  . 

No.  2,  Delegate  Participation— Student- Athlete  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee.  The  intent  is  to  accord  the  right  to  participate  actively  m  the 
business  proceedings  of  any  annual  or  special  Convention  or  divpon 
legislative  meeting  to  members  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory 

Committee.  ,  .  t,.  •  x  * 

No.  3,  Proposed  Legislation  — Conference  Sensor  ship.  3  he  intent 
is  to  confirm  that  sponsorship  of  proposed  legislation  must  include  a 
listing  of  at  least  eight  member  institutions  of  the  conference  that 
sponsors  the  proposal. 

No.  4,  Interpretations  Request— Compliance  Coordinator,  ine 
intent  is  to  permit  an  institution’s  compliance  coordinator  to  request 
legislative  interpretations  from  the  legislative  services  staff. 

No.  5,  Four- Year  College  Prospect.  The  intent  is  to  specify  that  a 
member  institution  shall  obtain  a  written  rather  than  oral  release  to 
discuss  transfer  with  a  four-year  collegiate  institution  s  student 
athlete  prior  to  contacts  between  the  student-athlete  and  the  second 

institution.  ,  .  .  , 

No.  6,  Recruiting  Calendars,  The  intent  is  to  move  the  Association  s 
recruiting  calendars  to  the  administrative  regulations  of  the  NCAA 

Manual.  .  rr.L  •  x  x  ■ 

No.  7,  Contacts— Prospect’s  Educational  Institution.  I  he  intent  is 

to  specify  that  institutional  staff  members  may  visit  a  prospect  s 
educational  institution  to  observe  a  niultiday  tournament  and  count 
such  a  visit  as  the  permissible  one  visit  per  week  to  the  prospect’s 
educational  institution. 

No.  8,  Competition— Division  II  Tryouts.  The  intent  is  to  confirm 
that  the  participation  of  Division  II  student-athletes  in  contests 
against  prospects  during  tryouts  of  student-athletes  per  By^w 
13.12.2.1  does  not  constitute  intercollegiate  competition  and  that 
such  a  contest  must  occur  during  the  institution’s  playing  season  in 

the  involved  sport.  .  ■  mi.  •  x  x 

No,  9,  Academic  Waivers — International  Competition,  ihe  intent 
is  to  combine  the  academic  waivers  of  minimum  full-time  enrollment 
to  be  administered  by  the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee, 
related  to  a  student- athlete’s  participation  in  the  Olympic,  Pan 
American  or  World  University  Games,  and  to  restrict  waivers  related 
to  those  games  to  academic  waivers  of  minimum  full-time  enrollment. 
No.  10  is  Division  I  only.  No.  11,  Committee  on  Competitive  Safe¬ 
guards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports.  The  intent  is  to  specify  that 
one  of  the  physicians  on  the  Committee  on  Competitive  Safeguards 
and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports  shall  be  a  primary-care  team 
physician. 

No.  12,  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Committee.  Ihe 
intent  is  to  establish  a  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Com¬ 
mittee  to  address  issues  similar  to  those  that  are  being  considered  by 
the  Council’s  Subcommittee  to  Review  Minority  Opportunities  in 
Intercollegiate  Athletics. 

No.  13,  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee.  The  intent  is  to 
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establish  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee  as  a  standing 
NCAA  committee. 

No.  14,  Two-year  College  Relations  Committee,  The  intent  is  to 
establish  a  standing  committee  to  review  relationships  between  the 
NCAA  and  two-year  colleges. 

No.  15,  Division  II  Women’s  Basketball  Committee.  The  intent  is 
to  increase  from  six  to  eight  the  size  of  the  Division  II  Women’s 
Basketball  Committee. 

No.  16,  Division  III  Men’s  Basketball  Committee.  The  intent  is  to 
increase  from  six  to  eight  the  size  of  the  Division  III  Men’s  Basketball 
Committee. 

No.  17,  Division  I  Women’s  Volleyball  Committee.  The  intent  is  to 
increase  from  six  to  eight  the  size  of  this  committee. 

No.  18,  Division  II  Women’s  Volleyball  Committee.  The  intent  is  to 
increase  the  size  from  four  to  six. 

Presidents  Commission  Grouping 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
I  would  first  call  the  Division  II  membership’s  attention  to  the 
interpretation  sheets  that  were  handed  out,  also,  the  buff-colored 
amendments-to-amendment  sheets  that  were  distributed  when  you 
came  into  the  room.  You  may  need  those  as  we  go  through  this 
proposal. 

I  will  take  each  one  in  sequence  and  stop  and  ask  if  there  are  any 
questions  on  it.  I  suspect  that  as  we  move  closer  to  No.  38,  there  will 
be  a  number  of  questions  on  that  one.  We’ll  try  to  do  the  best  we  can 
to  respond  to  those  inquiries.  One  of  the  courses  you  take  in  preparing 
to  become  president  is  knowing  how  to  delegate  when  you  don’t  know 
the  answer,  so  I  suspect  I’ll  do  a  lot  of  delegating. 

Let’s  start  with  No,  19,  Exit  Interviews.  This  is  a  Division  I 
proposal  that  would  give  the  opportunity  to  conduct  exit  interviews 
with  a  sample  of  student-athletes  after  their  eligibility  is  completed. 

No.  20  is  a  Division  I  and  Division  II  matter.  It  involves  telephone 
calls  and  contacts,  the  number  of  telephone  contacts  and  when  those 
telephone  contacts  can  be  made,  and  when  other  contacts  can  be 
made  with  a  prospective  student-athlete.  The  intent  is  fairly  clear,  I 
believe.  You  ought  to  note  that  there  is  an  interpretation  of  No.  20  on 
the  interpretation  sheet.  The  effective  date  of  this  is  July  1, 1991  .No. 
20-1  is  an  amendment  to-amendment,  and  this  one  I  would  bring  to 
your  attention  for  the  fact  that  there  is  split  support.  The  Division  II 
Steering  Committee  supported  20-1 .  The  Division  I  Steering  Commit¬ 
tee  did  not,  and  you  will  note  that  the  Division  I  Steering  Committee 
has  added  its  own  Amend ment-to-amendment  No.  20-3. 

The  issue  focuses  on  No.  20-1  as  to  whether  or  not  student-athletes 
can  make  telephone  calls  as  part  of  an  institutional- wide  recruitment 
or  other  activities  that  are  nonthletically  related.  The  Division  II 
Steering  Committee  felt  that  we  should  not  prohibit  student-athletes 
from  participating  in  that  kind  of  activity.  The  Division  I  Steering 
Committee  felt  that  it  would  be  better  if  the  student- athletes  were 
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excluded  from  that  type  of  activity.  So,  therefore,  they  have  submitted 
Amendment-to-amendment  No.  20-3. 

No.  20-2  is  an  amendment-to-amendment  that  excludes  the  restric¬ 
tions  on  telephone  calls  and  contacts  for  basketball  recruiting. 

No.  2 1 ,  Contacts  and  Evaluations.  I  would  again  call  your  attention  ' 

to  the  interpretation  sheet,  which  is  quite  extensive  on  this  one.  y 

Again,  this  one  comes  from  the  NCAA  Council  and  the  Special  i 

Committee  on  Cost  Reductions.  The  intent  is  to  redefine  evaluations  j 

to  include  any  visits  to  a  prospective  educational  institution  and  the  i 

observations  of  any  practice  or  competition  in  which  the  prospective  ■ 

student-athlete  participates,  and  to  limit  the  number  of  evaluations  j 

during  the  academic  year  to  four,  to  specify  that  staff  members  ■ 

should  not  visit  a  prospect’s  educational  institution  on  more  than  one  r 

calendar  day  during  the  May  evaluation  period  in  the  sport  of  ; 

football,  to  restrict  member  institutions  to  a  limit  of  three  off-campus  / 

recruiting  contacts  with  the  prospect  at  any  site,  and  to  allow  i 

institutional  staff  members  to  visit  a  prospect’s  educational  institution 
on  not  more  than  one  occasion  during  a  particular  week. 

No.  21-1  is  on  the  same  topic,  and  you  will  note  that  as  you  review 
that  it  expands  the  visits  and  evaluation  period  beyond  the  intent  of 
the  No.  21. 

No.  22,  Recruiting-National  Letter  of  Intent  Dead  Periods.  This  is 
a  Division  I-only  issue.  | 

No.  23,  which  does  involve  Divisions  1  and  II,  is  a  cost-saving  \ 
measure  that  has  to  do  with  the  printing  and  the  dissemination  of 
athletically  related  materials.  It  describes  when  schools  can  dissem-  ] 
inate  these  materials  and  how  these  materials  are  to  be  printed.  I  ; 

would  call  your  attention  to  the  slight  difference  between  Division  I  ' 

and  Division  II,  and  there  is  an  interpretation,  also,  on  this  one  on  {. 
your  white  sheets.  The  Division  II  Steering  Committee  was  not—  felt  , 

it  should  not  be— as  restrictive  as  Division  I  in  the  use  of  two  colors  ; 

in  other  aspects  related  to  printing.  | 

No.  23-1  is  an  amendment-to-amendment  which,  again,  focuses  on  i 
recruiting  materials.  It  really  is  a  Division  I  amendment,  and  it’s 
more  permissive  for  Division  I  than  the  intent  of  No.  23.  No.  23-3,  j 
again,  is  on  recruiting  materials,  and  that,  too,  is  Division  I.  • 

No.  24,  Official  Visits.  This  is  also  a  Division  I  issue.  No.  25  is  a  ; 

resolution  on  recruiting  periods,  and  that,  too,  is  a  Division  I-only  j 

issue.  No.  26  is  a  Division  II  matter.  This  is  one  that  will  require '  ! 

action  in  this  business  meeting.  j 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  i 

Partial  Qualifier  j 

Walter  R.  Peterson  (Franklin  Pierce  College):  On  behalf  of  the  I 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission  and  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  1 
Proposal  No.  26,  * 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  I 

Mr.  Chair,  this  proposal  is  an  attempt  to  simplify  the  initial-  j 

eligibility  legislation.  It  defines  a  partial  qualifier  in  Division  II  in  a 
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manner  consistent  with  the  common  perception  of  the  term.  Simply 
stated,  this  legislation  would  define  the  partial  qualifier  as  a  student 
who  meets  either  of  the  key  elements  of  being  a  qualifier  but  does  not 
meet  both.  The  student  can  meet  the  core-curriculum  requirement  or 
present  the  required  minimum  SAT  or  ACT  score  and  be  considered 
a  partial  qualifier.  This  proposal  removes  the  definition  based  on 
Division  I  rules  that  were  in  existence  before  the  adoption  of  the 
current  qualifier  standards.  The  Presidents  Commission  and  the 
Council  urge  your  support  of  this  legislation.  -loc  a 

[Proposal  No.  26  (Page  A-28)  was  adopted  by  Division  II,  185-4, 
one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Presidents  Commission  Grouping 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
Proposal  No.  27,  which  is  Transfer  Eligibility,  is  a  Division  Ill-only 

amendment.  .  ^  . 

I  would  call  your  attention  to  Proposal  No.  28.  The  intent  ot  this 
amendment  focuses  on  summer  financial  aid  for  incoming  student- 
athletes.  For  the  members  present  in  the  room,  I  would  just  remind 
you  that  the  Presidents  Commission  a  year  ago  focused  on  this  issue, 
and  No.  28,  frankly,  is  an  opportunity  to  clear  up  some  of  the 
ambiguity  dealing  with  the  possibility  of  financial  aid  for  a  student- 
athlete  in  the  summer  before  official  entry  into  the  institution.  The 
intent  of  this  legislation  allows  for  financial  aid  to  be  received  by  the 
student-athlete  in  the  summer  prior  to  enrollment  and  that  that 
financial  aid  can  come  from  the  institution  or  athletically  related 
SOU rcGs. 

No.  29,  Academic  Counseling  is  a  Division  I-only  issue.  No.  30, 
Athletics  Housing,  is  also  a  Division  I-only  issue.  No.  30-2,  Athletics 
Housing,  is  also  a  Division  I-only  issue,  as  is  No.  31 ,  TVaining  Tables. 

On  No.  32,  I  would  call  your  attention  to  the  amendment-to- 
amendment  sheet,  where  there  is  No.  32-1.  This  has  to  do  with 
expenses  for  competition  and  the  intent  here  is  to  establish  limits  on 
regular-season  team  travel  that  would  prohibit  tearn  travel  or 
individual  departure  earlier  than  48  hours  prior  to  competition  and  to 
limit  to  36  hours  the  time  period  an  institution  or  student-athlete  may 
remain  in  the  area  after  a  competition.  There  is  an  exception  here  for 
travel  that  occurs  to  or  from  Alaska  and  Hawaii  related  to  competition 
or  travel  that  occurs  during  the  institution’s  official  vacation  period. 
This  proposal  was  supported  by  the  NCAA  Council  through  its 
Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction.  You  will  note  that  No.  32-1 
refines  32,  and  it  also  has  the  support  of  the  NCAA  Council  and 
provides  the  exceptions  for  Alaska  and  Hawaii. 

No.  33,  Annual  Coaches  Certification,  is  a  Division  I-only  matter. 
No.  33-1  also  is  a  Division  1  matter.  No.  34,  Coaching  Limitations,  is 
a  Division  I-A-only  matter,  along  with  Nos.  34-1  and  34-2. 

No.  35  through  No.  37  are  all  Division  I-only  issues. 

And  that  brings  us  to  No.  38.  As  we  begin  No.  38,  let  me  mention  a 
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couple  of  things  that  might  help.  First,  I  would  recommend  that  you 
see  Appendix  C  in  your  program.  I’m  sure  you  have  already  reviewed 
this.  Again,  I  would  also  call  your  attention  to  the  interpretation 
sheet.  There  is  an  extensive  explanation  and  interpretation  of  No.  38. 

I  also  would  remind  the  delegates  that  at  yesterday’s  opening  session, 
there  was  an  agreement  to  reorder  certain  amendments-to-amend- 
ments  in  No.  38.  Let  me  review  that  reordering  with  you  now.  No.  38- 
12  will  be  taken  before  No.  38-5.  No.  38-10  will  be  taken  before  No.  38- 

7 

Proposal  No.  38  focuses  primarily  on  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons 
in  Division  I  and  Division  II.  I  will  just  take  No.  38  section  by  section; 
that  might  be  helpful.  Section  A,  Definition  of  Playing  Seasons,  Here 
the  intent  is  to  specify  that  the  playing  season  is  the  only  time  in 
which  Division  I  and  Division  II  member  institutions  are  permitted 
to  conduct  countable  athletically  related  activities.  Section  B  defines 
Athletically  Related  Activities  and  provides  a  roster  of  tho.se  activities 
Section  C  deals  with  Sports  Subject  to  Limitations.  The  intent  here  is 
to  specify  that  all  sports  in  Divisions  I  and  II  shall  be  subject  to  the 
playing-season  and  time-demand  limitations. 

Section  D,  Length  of  Playing  Season.  The  intent  here  is  for 
Divisions  I  and  II  to  reduce  the  playing  seasons  for  team  sports  other 
than  football  or  basketball  from  26  to  22  weeks  and  to  establish  a  24- 
week  or  144-day  playing  season  for  individual  sports.  Section  E,  Time 
Limits  for  Athletically  Related  Activities,  is  described  here  to 
establish  daily  and  weekly  hour  limitations  on  athletically  related 
activities;  to  require  one  day  off  each  week  in  which  athletically 
related  activities  are  not  conducted  during  the  playing  season,  to 
limit  weight-training,  conditioning  and  physical  fitness  outside 
playing  seasons  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week;  to  specify  the 
method  of  computing  hourly  limitations  and  record-keeping  require¬ 
ments:  to  impose  additional  restrictions  related  to  missed  class  time, 
and  to  prohibit  preseason  off-campus  intrasquad  games. 

I  think,  as  you  know,  this  was  a  major  focus  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  and  also  the  Council.  It  is  the  result  of  the  survey  data 
that  was  gathered  from  athletes  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  time  that 
they  place  in  their  activities  each  week. 

Moving  on  to  Section  the  intent  is  to  est^iblish  a  starting  date  for 
practice  in  all  fall  sports  in  Divisions  1  and  II,  except  football  and 
women’s  volleyball,  based  upon  the  21  permissible  practice  opportuni¬ 
ties.  Section  G,  First  Date  of  Competition.  The  intent  here  is  to 
specify  that  the  first  permissible  date  of  competition  in  women  s 
volleyball  is  September  1  or  the  Friday  preceding  September  1,  if 
September  1  falls  on  a  Saturday.  Section  H  establishes  the  maximum 
number  of  contests.  Here  the  intent  is  to  reduce  the  maximum 
number  of  contests  or  dates  of  competition  in  all  Division  I  and 
Division  II  sports,  except  football  and  basketball. 

Section  1  deals  with  basketball  and  the  maximum  number  of 
contests.  The  intent  here  is  to  reduce  the  maximum  number  of 
contests  or  dates  of  competition  in  Division  1  and  Division  11 
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basketball,  effective  with  the  1992-93  season  from  28  to  27  instead  of 
28  to  25  as  adopted  at  the  1990  Convention.  Section  J  is  a  prohibition 
against  outside  competition.  Section  K,  Prohibition  Against  Outside 
Competition,  prevents  student-athletes  from  competing  on  outside 
teams  during  the  academic  year  in  all  sports  other  than  basketball  in 
Divisions  I  and  IT.  Section  L,  Prohibition  Against  Coaching  Activities 
With  Outside  Teams,  prohibits  any  coach  in  Divisions  I  and  II  from 
being  involved  at  any  time— example,  summer  or  academic  year— as 
a  coach,  official  or  in  any  other  capacity  on  any  outside  team  that 
includes  any  student-athletes  with  eligibility  remaining  from  that 
institution’s  team  in  that  sport  except  as  provided  under  Bylaw 
14.8.6.  Section  M,  Summer  Practice  Prohibition  in  All  Sports, 
extends  the  current  summer  practice  prohibition  applicable  in  all 
team  sports  in  Divisions  1  and  11,  except  baseball,  softball  and  water 
polo,  to  all  team  and  individual  sports. 

The  effective  date  of  parts  A  through  H  and  parts  J  through  L  is 
August  1, 1991.  Part  I  is  effective  August  1,  1992. 

Richard  Wettan  [Queens  College  (New  York)]:  My  question  is: 
Can  any  of  this  be  deleted  or  do  we  have  to  vote  on  any  of  this  as  a 

complete  package?  .  . 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
No.  38  will  be  voted  in  sections.  If  you  look  at  the  voting  lines,  you  will 

see  that  that’s  the  way  it  will  be  voted. 

J.  Michael  Jacobs  (Shepherd  College):  I’m  looking  at  No.  38,  the 
section  that  has  to  do  with  basketball  number  of  contests,  at  No.  1 15. 
It  seems  to  be  that  if  we  vote  on  that  (No.  1 1 5)  separately,  it  will  have 
the  same  impact  in  terms  of  limitations.  Will  you  explain  the 

difference  between  those?  .  oo  .  i 

Mr.  Ceddia:  No.  115  is  taking  it  to  28  games,  and  No.  38  takes  it 
to  27.  No.  115  is  scheduled  by  the  movers  to  be  withdrawn.  However, 
if  any  delegate  in  this  assembly  objects  to  that.  No.  1 15  will  have  to 
be  voted  upon.  If  No.  1 15  passes,  it  would  moot  No.  38,  Section  L  for 
Division  II.  So,  in  essence,  if  you  pass  No.  115,  Division  II  would  have 
28  gsmes. 

Let’s,  then,  move  to  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  38-1,  Playing 
and  Practice  Seasons,  Noncountable  Athletically  Related  Activities. 
Here  the  coach  cannot  conduct  individual  workouts  except  in 
gymnastics,  swimming  and  diving.  The  coach  can  be  there,  but 
cannot  conduct  individual  workouts.  No.  38-2,  Playing  and  Practice 
Seasons,  Noncountable  Athletically  Related  Activities.  The  coach 
can  be  present  in  the  sports  indicated.  Again,  this,  too,  was  supported 
by  the  NCAA  Council  for  safety  reasons  as  was  No.  38-1.  No.  38-3  is 
similar  to  No.  38-2,  except  that  there  is  a  difference  in  that  it  excludes 
from  the  track  and  field  area  the  long  jump  and  the  triple  jump.  No. 
38-4  is  the  same  as  the  previous  two  amendments-to-amendments, 

but  adds  water  polo.  j 

Let’s  now  take  No.  38-12,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons,  Missed 
Class  Time.  This  amendment  removes  the  restriction  on  missed  class 
time  in  team  and  individual  sports  and,  now,  carries  the  support  of 
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both  the  NCAA  Council  and  also  the  Presidents  Commission. 

No.  38-5  deals  with  playing  and  practice  seasons  and  length  of 
playing  seasons  in  team  sports.  It  does  not  allow  for  traditional  and 
nontraditional  seasons.  The  Council  opposes  this  one  and  this  is  also 
opposed  by  the  Presidents  Commission.  No.  38-6,  again.  Playing  and 
Practice  Seasons,  Length  of  Playing  Seasons  in  Team  Sports.  You 
will  note  in  this  one  that  it  permits  three  consecutive-day  segments 
and  excluded  time  between  these  segments  and,  in  essence,  lengthens, 
or  is  permissive  in  terms  of  the  length  of  playing  and  practice 
seasons.  This  amendment-to-amendment  also  is  opposed  by  both  the 
Council  and  the  Commission. 

No.  38-10,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Length  of  Playing 
Seasons  (Individual  Sports).  This  establishes  a  144  consecutive-day 
traditional  season,  which,  in  fact  can  be  broken  into  two  separate 
segments,  which  addresses  the  issue  of  fall  and  spring  competition. 
No.  38-10  has  both  the  support  of  the  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Commission. 

No.  38-7,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons,  Individual  Sports,  deals 
with  the  length  of  the  playing  seasons  in  individual  sports  with  the 
playing  season  maximum  of  24  weeks.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
No.  38-7  will  be  withdrawn  by  the  Council  if  No.  38-10  passes.  No.  38- 
8,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons— Length  of  Playing  Seasons 
(Individual  Sports),  establishes  144  days  with  competition  only  in  21 
weeks.  Both  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission  oppose  this. 
No.  38-9,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Length  of  Playing  Season 
(Individual  Sports).  This  is  very  permissive  in  that  it  allows  for  three 
distinct  segments  of  play  or  practice.  The  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Commission  also  oppose  this. 

No  38-11,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons  —  Weekly  Hour  Limits, 
restricts  weight-training  and  conditioning;  but  in  this  one,  you  will 
note  that  it  opens  up  everything  else.  Therefore,  it  docs  not  have  the 
support  of  the  Council  or  the  Presidents  Commission,  because  it 
would  abrogate  any  of  the  time  limitations  that  are  set  forth  in  basic 
Proposal  No.  38.  No.  38-13,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons,  deals, 
again,  with  missed  time.  It  allows  for  missed  class  time  in  nontradi¬ 
tional  segments  of  two  conference  championships  or  open  champion¬ 
ships.  Again,  we,  the  Council,  and  also  the  Presidents  Commission 
believe  that  this  was  dealt  with  fairly  by  an  earlier  amendment  and, 
therefore,  oppose  No.  38-13.  No.  38-14,  again,  deals  with  playing  and 
practice  seasons — missed  class  time.  It  allows  missed  class  time  in 
nf)ntraditional  segments  for  conference  championships.  This,  too, 
also  has  been  addressed  by  an  earlier  amendment. 

No.  38-15,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons— Preseason  Practice  and 
First-Contest  Dates  (Nontraditional  Segments)  is  set  up  for  September 
7.  This  has  both  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission  support. 
No.  38-16,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Outside  Team  Exception. 
This  was  submitted  by  the  Ivy  Group  and  prohibits  institutions  that 
do  not  sponsor  nontraditional  seasons  from  allowing  their  student- 
athletes  to  participate  on  outside  teams.  This,  of  course,  is  a 
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permissive  direction  as  opposed  to  the  basic  No.  38.  And  based  on 
that,  and  some  other  reasons,  both  the  NCAA  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Commission  oppose  this  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

No.  38-17,  Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Coaching  Outside 
Teams.  It  makes  it  possible  for  coaches  to  be  involved  with  outside 
teams,  and  this  is  primarily  focused  on  individual  sports. 

R.  Bruce  Allison  (Colorado  School  of  Mines);  No.  38-10,  for  some 
of  us,  has  been  rather  confusing.  And  1  believe  I  heard  the  chair  say 
that  there  will  be  a  1 44-day  consecutive  season.  My  understanding  is, 
and  1  would  ask  that  this  be  clarified,  that  it’s  a  144-day  season  but 
would  permit  segmentation  of  that  144  days  into  two  segments. 
Those  separate  segments  must  be  consecutive,  which  would  then 
allow  for  those  of  you  who  live  in  areas  of  inclement  weather,  or  rain, 
or  whatever  you  might  have,  the  opportunity  to  have  an  early  fall 
segment,  a  long  break,  total  break,  and,  then,  a  spring  segment. 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
That’s  accurate. 

Kent  Wyatt  (Delta  State  University):  If  you  will  now  look  at  No. 
39,  please  note  that  it  is  a  Division  Ill-only  amendment.  No.  39  tracks 
No  38  for  Division  III.  Since  No.  38  is  taken  up  by  both  Divisions  I 
and  11,  it  will  be  handled  in  the  general  session.  But  No.  39  is  a  Divi¬ 
sion  Ill-only  amendment;  therefore,  the  Division  III  delegates  will 
handle  it  in  their  business  session.  So,  we  should  know  the  outcome  of 
No.  39  before  we  vote  on  No.  38  in  the  general  business  session. 

Nos.  40  through  46  are  all  Division  I-only  issues.  No.  47  provides 
for  greater  federation.  It  will  reduce  the  number  of  amendments  to  be 
handled  in  the  general  business  session,  and  the  Council  feels  that  it 
is  better  time  management  for  the  Association.  No.  48  actually  will 
be  voted  on  by  all  divisions,  but  it  specifically  affects  only  Division  I 
and  Division  I-A.  No.  48  has  an  amendment  that  would  change  the 
effective  date  to  August  1,  1993.  Nos.  48  and  47  are  both  Council- 
sponsored  pieces  of  legislation. 

No.  49  also  is  Council-sponsored  and  sponsored  by  the  Special 
Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership  Structure.  This  will 
provide  that  men’s  and  women’s  programs  must  be  in  the  same 
division.  However,  it  does  allow  that  if  you  presently  have  your 
women’s  program  in  a  division  other  than  Division  II,  or  in  a 
different  division,  it  may  remain  in  that  division  for  three  years.  But 
it  must  receive  special  scrutiny  and  must  have  some  unusual  circum¬ 
stance  to  warrant  the  three-year  extension  again.  No.  50,  also  an 
NCAA  Council  and  membership  restructuring  special  committee 
recommendation,  says  that  Divisions  1 1  and  III  institutions  cannot 
take  women’s  basketball  to  Division  I.  That  has  been  an  option  in  the 
past. 

No.  51,  sponsored  by  the  same  two  groups,  would  allow  a  Division 
II  or  HI  institution  to  take  one  sport  for  men  and/or  one  sport  for 
women  to  Division  I  if  a  majority  of  all  Division  I  institutions  that 
play  the  sport  agree  to  grant  that  exception.  The  interpretation  on 
this  one  is  that  it’s  the  institutions  that  play  the  sport  that  respond  to 


Dhnsion  II  Business  Session 


91 


the  questionnaire.  But  if  they  do  not  respond,  then  they  would  be 
voting  against  the  participation.  So  each  institution  that  plays  that 
sport  would  have  to  have  a  majority  of  that  group  agreeing  to  grant 
the  exception.  I  think  primarily  we  are  talking  about  ice  hockey.  And 
No.  51-1,  an  amendment-to-amendment,  which  is  sup^rted  by  the 
Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council,  will  change  that  from  rive 
academic  years  to  eight  academic  years.  To  my  understanding,  the 
reason  for  that  is  that  if  you  have  recruited  a  student  and  you  are  in 
Division  I  you  are  committed  to  that  student  to  participate  until  he  or 
she  graduates  to  stay  in  Division  I.  To  do  that,  the  extension  is 

necessary  for  eight  years.  ,  t-,  i  ^  n  a 

Terry  Wanless  (University  of  North  Dakota).  According  to  the 
interpretation  on  the  voting  procedure  for  staying  in  Division  I  in  a 
single  sport,  does  it  not  mean  that  all  35  Division  I  schools  in  ice 
hockey— 51  schools,  35  of  which  are  Division  I— would  have  to  vote. 

If  you  only  got  three  responses  and  you  got  two  against  and  one  tor, 
does  that  mean  you  are  out? 

Mr.  Wyatt:  Yes,  that’s  my  understanding.  If  you  did  not  vote,  you 

would  be  voting  against  it.  ,  ^  i  •  .  ♦ 

Mr.  Wanless:  1  don’t  think  that’s  what  the  interpretation  says, 
though  It  says  not  just  a  majority  of  those  responding. 

James  Fallis  (Lake  Superior  State  University):  Terry,  the  inter¬ 
pretation  as  it  reads  is  correct.  If  the  Division  I  members  that  sponsor 
that  sport  do  not  respond,  that  is  a  “no”  vote 

Rev,  Kevin  G.  O’Connell  (Le  Moyne  College):  I  don  t  know  if  it  s 
appropriate,  it’s  my  first  time  at  one  of  these  meetings,  but  I  think  it 
needs  to  be  said  publicly  that  this  is  a  very  harmful  amendment  Irom 
the  point  of  view  of  a  lot  of  different  schools  in  a  number  of  sports,  hor 
us  it’s  baseball,  and  I  would  just  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
encourage  my  colleagues  in  Division  II  to  vote  strongly  and  detmi- 
tively  against  this  entire  amendment.  'I^ank  you. 

Mr  Wyatt:  No.  52  is  also  sponsored  by  the  same  NCAA  Council 
and  the  membership  restructuring  special  committee.  This  will  allow 
any  division  school  to  compete  for  a  championship  if  it  is  the  only 
NCAA  championship  in  that  sport,  such  pkiing. 

No  53,  sponsored  by  the  same  groups,  will  prohibit  Division  I  from 
playing  football  in  Division  II  or  III,  and  it  will  prohibit  Division  U 
from  playing  football  in  Division  HI-  There  is  an  amendment  to  53, 
No.  53-1,  which  would  change  the  effective  date  to  1996.  No^  '^VqQ9 
resolution  that  would  require  legislation  next  year  at  the  199 
Convention  to  establish  Division  I-AAA  football.  I  might  share  wit 
you  that  even  though  this  says  it  is  Council-sponsored,  your  steering 
Lmmittee  did  not  approve  of  this  piece  of  legislation.  However  we 
have  1 1  out  of  44  votes,  and  we  were  not  able  to  be  persuasive  enough 
to  get  this  piece  of  legislation  removed^We  feel  like  it  will  harmful 
to  Division  II  if  it’s  implemented,  but  Division  III  certainly  wants  to 
get  the  Division  I  schools  that  play  football  in  Division  III  out  of  that 

Haroid  J.  McGee  (Jacksonville  Slate  University):  What  is  being 
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proposed  here,  essentially,  is  to  allow  Division  I  institutions  to  have 
Division  Ill-type  football  as  a  self-standing  operation.  Just  a 
separate  Division  III  program,  to  operate  from  Division  I.  Same 

rules.  Is  that  correct?  •  T^•  •  * 

Mr.  Wyatt:  My  understanding  is  everything  would  be  in  I  division 

I,  except  the  football  program,  and  it  would  be  in  1-AAA 

Mr.  McGee:  So  now  we  have  two  Division  Ills.  One  for  football 
inside  Division  1,  and  one  which  is  the  real  Division  III. 

Mr.  Wyatt:  That’s  about  right.  ,  ,  ii 

Mr  McGee:  They  could  approve  100  totally  need-based  football 
players,  on  need-based  financial  aid,  and  play  them  under  Division 

111  rules.  j 

Mr.  Wyatt:  I  think  that’s  correct.  We  don  i  think  that  s  good. 

Then,  No.  55  will  establish  a  three-year  period  in  which  the 
existing  Division  H  footbsll  cbompionship  would  not  be  abolished.  In 
other  words,  for  three  years,  even  if  we  should  fall  below  the 
minimums  required  by  the  NCAA,  we  would  be  able  to  maintain 
those  championships.  No.  56  applies  primarily  to  just  three  cham¬ 
pionships.  My  understanding  is  that  those  three  championships  are 
lacrosse,  field  hockey  and  ice  hockey.  There  is  an  amendment— No, 
56.1  —  which  is  an  exception  and  would  allow  ice  hockey  to  be  able  to 
compete  in  Division  111. 

Ronald  L.  Hybertson  (Mankato  State  University):  This  would 
definitely  impact  on  our  hockey  program  as  a  Division  II  school 
competing  in  Division  III.  We  feel  that  it  would  immediately  destroy 
our  hockey  program.  We  are  unable  to  move  immediately  to  Division 
I  postseason  championship  competition.  I  would  urge  the  support  of 

Tom  Richard  (Bemidji  State  University):  I  want  to  add  to  what 
was  said.  At  a  time  when  costs  are  obviously  a  major  factor,  wre  are  a 
school  of  about  4,500  students.  It  would  be  impossible  for  us  to  field  an 
ice  hockey  team  at  the  Division  I  level.  We  feel  our  only  alternative  is 
to  compete  in  Division  III  and  would  definitely  stress  and  urge  you  to 

support  No,  56-1 .  ,  .  i  j  * 

Mr.  Wyatt:  There  are  two  other  resolutions  in  the  Presidents 
Commission  grouping.  No.  57  is  a  resolution  instructing  ^e  Council 
and  the  Kxecutive  Committee  to  bring  forward  for  the  1992  Convention 
legislation  that  would  establish  Division  II  championships  in  those 
sports  where  there  are  now  championships  only  m  Division  I  and 
Division  111  but  not  in  Division  II.  We  understand  that  that  fits  those 
same  three  sports  of  lacrosse,  field  hockey  and  ice  hockey;  and  we 

urge  your  support  for  that  piece  of  legislation. 

No.  58  is  a  resolution,  also,  to  instruct  the  Academic  ^quirements 
Committee  to  establish  legislation  for  the  1992  (Convention  that  would 
strengthen  the  current  NCAA  requirements  for  both  initial  eligibility 

and  continuing  eligibility.  ,  v  rr  m  n 

Terry  Wanless  (University  of  North  Dakota):  If  Na  ol  would 
pass  and  the  resolution  is  passed  for  the  creation  of  Division  11 
championships,  how  is  that  going  to  impact  people  with  single 
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programs  in  Division  I?  In  those  three  sports,  if  we’re  a  Division  11  | 

institution  currently  playing  in  Division  I  ice  hockey . . .  ?  I 

M  r.  Hughes:  That  would  not  affect  you .  If  No .  5 1  passed,  you  would 
stay  in  Division  I,  if  Division  I  accepts  you  in.  We  really  don’t  feel  like 
that  is  going  to  be  a  problem.  Obviously,  there  are  a  number  of 
Division  II  schools  that  have  been  very  important  to  ice  hockey  and 
some  of  the  other  championships,  and  we  really  feel  like  it’s  not  going 
to  be  involved.  I  can’t  always  speak  for  Division  I. 

Ralph  Barkey  (Sonoma  State  University):  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  No.  53  for  just  a  minute  or  so.  Procedurally,  is  it  possible  to  poll  ‘ 

this  group  as  to  how  we  expect  to  vote  on  that?  It  apparently  is  not  a 
problem  for  most  in  this  delegation.  It’s  a  huge  problem  for  some 
Division  I  schools  currently  playing  Division  II  football.  If  this 
passes,  those  institutions,  then,  are  faced  with  either  going  to 
Division  I  football  or  dropping  football.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Hughes:  That’s  correct. 

Mr.  Barkey:  Well,  let  me  just  talk  about  our  situation.  There  are  a 
lot  of  us  sitting  in  California  right  now,  and  we  have  several  Division 
I  schools  that  play  Division  II  football.  Now,  I  understand  Division  ’ 
III  people  wanting  the  Division  I  institutions  out  of  Division  III  , 
football;  we  all  understand  that.  We  have  a  couple  of  very  reputable 
Division  I  institutions  in  northern  California  that  have  for  some  time 
sponsored  Division  II  football.  There  are  many  institutions  on  the 
West  Coast— Southern  Utah  State;  University  of  San  Diego;  St. 
Mary's;  Santa  Clara;  Cal  State  Sacramento;  Cal  State  Northridge, 
which  have  gone  Division  I  in  everything  except  football. 

I’m  not  sure  that  it’s  the  intent  of  people  to  force  the  elimination  of 
a  program  such  as  football,  or  to  force  people  to  get  into  the  kind  of  . 

money  that  l  AA  football  represents.  I’m  just  curious  as  to  how  i 

Division  II  feels.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  in  that  Division  I  session  j 
right  now,  obviously,  who  are  very,  very  concerned  about  this.  r 

{NOTE:  A  straw  vote  indicated  support  for  No.  53.}  ; 

Mr.  Barkey:  I  would  just  ask  those  of  you  who  are  planning  to  vote  ; 

yes  on  this  to  give  some  thought.  You  apparently  don’t  want  Division  ^ 
I  institutions  playing  Division  II  football.  We  on  the  West  Coast  who 
have  this  going  on  don’t  feel  that  that’s  a  real  problem;  it  enhances 
Division  II  football  competition  quite  frankly.  I  would  just  ask  you  to  | 
reconsider  and  think  about  that  a  little  bit,  because  you  are  going  to  { 
knock  some  programs  totally  out  and  force  some  people  into  some  I 
very  uncomfortable  financial  situations  if  this  passes.  ; 

Fred  M.  Martinelli  (Ashland  University):  I  would  echo  the  | 

sentiments  of  the  representative  from  the  West  Coast.  We  have  i 

several  Division  I  schools  in  the  Midwest  Intercollegiate  Athletic  | 
Conference,  upon  whom  this  would  have  a  great  impact.  I  think  that  \ 
the  reason  we  find  ourselves  in  this  predicament  is  the  pipe  dream  of  -1 

Division  I-AAA.  If  that  does  not  materialize,  and  I  don’t  see  how  in  1 

the  world  it  can,  it’s  going  to  leave  a  lot  of  Division  I  schools  in  a  very  j 

tough  situation.  They  do  not  want  to  go  to  Division  I- A  A,  or  Division  , 

I -A.  I  would  also  urge  your  reconsideration,  those  of  you  who  favor  j 
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this  motion. 

Victor  A.  Buccola  (Western  Football  Conference):  We  would  also 
urge  that  you  defeat  Proposal  No.  53.  Also,  I  would  like  an  interpre¬ 
tation.  If  Division  I  passes  No.  53  and  Division  III  passes  No.  53,  but 
if  we  would  be  astute  enough  to  defeat  it,  what  would  happen? 

Mr.  Hughes:  It’s  defeated.  It  has  to  pass  all  three  divisions. 

Asa  N.  Green  (Livingston  University):  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Presidents  Commission.  The  restructuring  proposals  developed  by 
the  special  committee  addressed  a  problem  that  has  been  batted 
around  this  Association  for  the  last  15  or  16  years,  since  I  have  been 
coming  to  these  meetings.  They  are  not  perfect  solutions.  They  are,  I 
think,  the  best  solutions  that  I  have  heard  advanced  during  that  time. 

I  think  tile  problem  you  just  outlined— where  if  two  divisions  approve 
it  and  one  defeats  it,  it  is  defeated— indicates  the  need  for  restructur- 

No.  53  will  adversely  affect  some  institutions,  although  that 
adverse  effect  will  be  a  product  of  an  institutional  decision,  and  I 
regret  that.  I  wish  we  could  accomplish  our  purposes  without  hurting 
any  institution.  But  I  do  think  this  is  one  point  in  time  where  we  need 
to  look  at  the  long-range  benefit  to  the  Association  vis-a-vis  the 
individual  institutions.  And  there  are  some  few,  as  I  said,  that  would 
be  hurt,  but  not  all  that  many.  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  this  as  an 
Association-wide  issue,  so  I  hope  that  the  support  for  this  proposal 
would  hold. 

General 

Douglas  T.  Porter  (Fort  Valley  State  College):  No.  59  is  a  rather 
loose  one,  and  it  basically  is  asking  that  a  progress  report  be  made  on 
the  intercollegiate  athletics  certification  program.  There  is  a  pilot 
program  in  operation  now  that  involves  40  Division  I  member 
institutions,  and  it’s  going  to  take  around  18  months  to  complete  it. 
This  asks  that  at  the  1992  Convention  a  report  be  made  with  the  idea 
being  certification  for  all  of  our  programs.  No.  60’s  intent  is  to 
eliminate  conference  voting  privileges.  No.  61,  Rules  Comrnittees 
Without  Championships  Administration  Responsibilities.  The  intent 
is  to  specify  that  the  establishment  of  playing  rules  by  rules 
committees  without  championship  responsibilities  is  subject  to  the 
final  authority  of  the  Executive  (Ilommittee.  And  those  committees 
would  be  baseball,  men’s  basketball,  women’s  basketball,  football, 
men’s  ice  hockey,  men’s  and  women’s  soccer.  It  would  take  from  the 
Executive  Committee  final  authority  with  respect  to  rules  in  those 
particular  sports. 

No.  62  is  on  playing  rules,  and  basically  is  a  companion  to  No.  61, 
It  would  permit  a  membership  division  to  adopt  playing  rules  that  are 
not  common  to  all  divisions.  And  here  we  are  talking  about  actually 
developing  rules  within  divisions,  for  example,  the  goal  post  situation 
in  Division  III  and  the  25-second  clock  in  Division  II.  No.  63  is  a 
resolution.  The  resolution  basically  is  supported  by  the  Council  and  it 
comes  from  Division  III  Steering  Committee.  It  more  or  less  supports 
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what  we  have  just  talked  about  in  Division  II.  It  would  give  Division  » 
III  the  authority  to  develop  its  own  playing  rules  in  particular  sports.  * 
No.  64  has  to  do  with  awards  at  NCAA  championships.  This  would  • 

allow  an  institution  to  give  awards  in  particular  championships  for  | 

their  particular  schools.  We  now  find  that  often  the  NCAA  awards  for  < 

a  championship  bring  the  award  total  right  to  the  allowable  limit,  i 

which  is  $300,  and  often  this  prohibits  the  institution  froin  then  ' 

being  able  to  award  those  athletes  with,  say,  an  individual  institution  ! 

award.  This  would  allow  the  institution  to  award,  also,  those  athletes  > 
who  have  been  on  the  championships  team.  • 

No.  65  is  a  Division  I- A  football-only  issue,  and  that  has  to  do  with  , 
postseason  game  invitations.  No.  66  is  on  membership  requirements  | 
for  Division  1.  No.  67,  which  is  on  men’s  ice  hockey  coaching  staff  | 
limitations,  is  primarily  a  Division  I  issue;  but  since  we  do  have  some 
schools  that  play  Division  I  ice  hockey.  I’m  sure  it  will  be  of  some 
interest. 

Amateurism 

R.  Bruce  Allison  (Colorado  School  of  Mines):  Proposal  Nos.  68  j 
through  72  involve  amateurism.  Proposal  No.  68  is  a  resolution 
regarding  student-athlete  eligibility  relating  to  the  professional  draft  1 

and  involvement  in  negotiations.  The  intent  of  the  resolution  would  j 
permit  student-athletes  to  enter  a  professional  draft  without  immedi-  : 

atcly  foregoing  all  future  intercollegiate  eligibility  in  that  sport.  j 
Proposal  No.  69  would  preclude  a  student- athlete  from  maintaining  , 
amateur  status  in  one  sport  while  being  a  professional  in  another 
sport.  Again,  this  is  an  all-division  common  vote  and  I  would  call 
your  attention  to  the  sheets  of  interpretations  on  Proposal  No.  69.  i 
Amendment  No.  70— Preenrollment  Training  Expenses,  again,  ; 
all  divisions,  common  vote — would  permit  an  individual  to  receive  I 
actual  and  necessary  training  expenses  from  the  U.S.  Olympic  | 

Committee  or  the  appropriate  national  governing  body  without  | 

affecting  the  individual’s  amateur  status.  Proposal  No.  71  (the 
interpretation  for  No.  70  applies  to  No.  71  as  well)  —  Development  1 

Training  Expenses,  all  divisions  common  vote— would  permit  an 
individual  to  receive  individual  training  expenses  from  the  Olympic 
Committee  or  the  appropriate  national  governing  body  during 
summer  vacation,  even  if  the  training  program  does  not  include 
competition,  without  affecting  the  individual’s  amateur  status, 
including  the  amateur  section. 

Proposal  No.  72,  all  divisions,  common  vote — Conference  Promo¬ 
tional  Activities —would  permit  a  member  of  a  conference  to  utilize  a 
student-athlete’s  name,  picture,  or  appearance  to  support  its  chantable 
or  educational  activities  or  to  support  activities  considered  incidental 
to  the  student-athlete’s  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

Eligibility 

No.  73.  Seasons  of  Competition,  would  permit  a  student- athlete  to 
earn  a  fifth  season  of  intercollegiate  competition  in  Division  I,  a 
fourth  season  for  nonqualifiers  and  partial  qualifiers,  provided  the 
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student  presents  the  specified  academic  credentials  at  the  beginning 
of  the  fifth  academic  year  following  an  initial  full-time  enrollment. 
This  is  an  all -divisions,  divided-vote  issue. 

John  A.  Hogan  (Colorado  School  of  Mines):  Would  you  be  able  to 
tell  me  if  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  took  a  position  on  No. 
73? 

Mr.  Allison:  The  Division  II  Steering  Committee  did  not  take  a 
position.  The  Presidents  Commission  did  oppose  this. 

Mr,  Hogan:  I  would  like  to  mention  to  the  body  that  the  Faculty 
Athletic  Representatives  Association  academic  impact  report  opposes 
this  also. 

Mr.  Allison:  No.  74,  Individual  Eligibility — Use  of  Banned 
Drugs,  all  divisions,  divided-vote  issue.  The  intent  is  to  specify  that 
all  student- athletes  who  test  positive  for  a  banned  drug  during  the 
initial  drug  test  will  lose  one  season  of  eligibility.  The  Council’s  plan 
is  to  withdraw  this  particular  amendment.  Proposal  No.  75,  dealing 
with  transfer  eligibility,  is  a  Division  III  issue  as  is  Proposal  No.  76. 

Mr.  Hughes:  Thank  you,  Bruce.  I  might  call  your  attention  real 
briefly  to  Proposal  No.  74.  As  Bruce  indicated,  the  Council  is 
intending  to  withdraw  that.  It’s  not  that  the  Council  doesn’t  support 
the  proposal;  it’s  just  that  the  language  is  cumbersome  and  the 
Eligibility  Committee  will  deal  with  these  issues  on  an  individual-by- 
individual  basis  with  the  one-year  penalty  as  outlined. 

Academics 

Ollie  Bowman  (Hampton  University):  I  understand  that  Proposal 
No.  77  has  been  withdrawn.  This  relates  to  Proposal  No.  24  from  last 
year  and  we  are  still  working  on  that.  No.  78  also,  we  have  heard,  will 
be  withdrawn.  It  would  be  rather  useless  to  do  No.  78  without  doing 
No.  77.  No.  79  is  Division  I  only,  and  is  about  satisfactory  progress. 
I  would  just  urge  you  to  look  at  that  in  relationship  to  No.  73.  No.  80, 
Division  I  only.  Partial -Qualifier.  No.  80-1  is  an  amendment  to  No.  80 
Division  I  only,  as  well  as  No.  80-2.  No.  81,  Satisfactory  Progress- 
Degree  Requirements  Check,  is  a  Division  I  proposition. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Satisfactory  Progress— Division  11 ' 

Alfred  R.  Mathews  Jr.  (California  State  University,  Hayward): 
Mr.  Chair.  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  82, 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  heard  through  the  grapevine  that  some  people  are  confused  by  No. 
82.  I  will  have  to  take  responsibility  for  that  and  apologize;  we 
thought  it  was  relatively  simple  and  straightforward.  We  want  to 
treat  the  transfer  students — both  the  four-year  transfer  student  and 
the  junior  college  transfer  student— in  the  same  consistent  way  that 
we  feel  the  students  who  enter  as  first-time  freshmen  are  treated. 

Under  current  rules,  a  transfer  student  can  use  grades  that  he  or 
she  received  at  the  community  college  or  at  the  four-year  institution; 
and  then  when  you  are  determining  whether  the  student  meets  the 
1 .600,  the  1 .800,  or  the  2.000  grade-point  averages,  you  can  use  grades 
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both  from  the  community  college  previously  attended,  the  four-year 
college  previously  attended,  and  the  certifying  institution.  We  feel  if 
this  proposal  passes  that  this  will  treat  all  students  consistently.  We 
urge  your  support.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  82  (Page  A-136)  was  approved  by  Division  II.J 
Seasons  of  Competition — Division  II 

Rudy  Carvajal  (California  State  University.  Bakersfield):  Mr. 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  sponsors.  I  move  to  approve  Proposal  No.  83. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

This  proposal  will  correct  a  flaw  in  our  current  legislation,  which 
allows  a  nonqualifier  to  complete  three  seasons  of  competition  in 
Division  I,  which  as  you  know  currently  does  not  have  qualitative 
satisfactory-progress  requirements,  to  transfer  to  Division  II  and  be 
immediately  eligible  for  a  fourth  year  of  competition,  under  provisions 
contained  in  Bylaw  14.6.  The  implications  are  obvious  and  we  believe 
that  the  intent  of  our  current  legislation  was  not  to  permit  this  type  of 
transfer.  We  think,  therefore,  that  this  proposal  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  Division  TI,  and  we  urge  your  support. 

James  Fallis  (Lake  Superior  State  University):  Mr.  Chair,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  83-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

I  would  encourage  the  membership  support  of  No.  83-1,  which 
simply  delays  the  effective  date  to  August  1,  1991. 

Ralph  Barkey  (Sonoma  State  University);  The  language  in  this, 
which  is  a  good  amendment  by  the  way,  stops  some  strange  transfers 
that  are  taking  place  in  basketball  across  the  country;  but  this  still 
allows  the  Division  I  basketball  player  after  his  second  year  of 
competition  to  transfer  to  Division  II  and  play  two  additional  years, 
or  the  one-year  transfer  to  play  one  year  and  then  transfer  to  Division 
II  to  get  the  three  additional  years.  Is  that  not  true?  Only  the  athlete 
who  stays  for  three  years  of  competition  at  the  Division  I  school  is 
precluded  from  transferring;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Hughes:  That  is  correct.  We  might  speak  to,  as  you  see,  the 
amendment-to-amendment  as  sponsored  by  the  Council.  We  felt  that 
the  reason  for  that  is  that  there  are  some  student-athletes  in  that 
situation,  currently  in  some  institutions.  The  immediate  effective 
date  would  render  those  student-athletes  ineligible  at  the  completion 
of  this  Convention,  and  it’s  Council’s  position  that  even  though  this 
was  something  that  I  think  a  lot  of  us  would  like  to  see  closed,  it  was 
the  opinion  of  the  Council  that  we  should  make  this  August  1,  and 
clean  it  up. 

Mr.  Carvajal:  Mr.  Chair,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  tradition  in  the 
past  has  been  that  those  students  who  are  currently  on  campuses 
who  have  already  exercised  the  transfer  provisions  under  our  current 
legislation  could  exercise  that  as  well.  Really,  it  would  only  affect 
those  students  who  haven’t  transferred  at  this  time,  which  would 
mean  that  in  the  case  of  basketball,  for  example,  if  you  are  on  a 
quarter  system,  it  would  affect  those  who  would  be  completing 
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basketball  this  year,  but  not  affect  those  in  the  subsequent  year.  In 
other  words,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  legislation  without  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  affect  any  students  who  have  not  already  transferred, 
but  would  affect  future  transfers. 

Mr.  Hughes:  That’s  correct. 

[Proposal  No.  83-1  (Page  A-138)  was  approved  by  Division  II.] 
[Proposal  No.  83  (Page  A- 137)  was  approved  by  Division  II  as 
amended  by  No.  83-1.) 

[NOTE:  The  Division  11  business  session  was  recessed  at  10  a.m. 
and  reconvened  at  10:20  a.m.} 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Financial  Aid 

Ronald  J.  Petro  (University  of  Alaska,  Anchorage):  Proposal 
No.  84,  Financial  Aid,  Summer  School,  would  permit  athletically 
related  financial  aid  to  be  awarded  to  incoming  freshman  student- 
athletes  to  attend  an  institution’s  summer  term,  summer  school  or 
summer  orientation,  provided  the  aid  is  granted  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  athletically  related  financial  aid  the  students  will  receive 
during  the  succeeding  academic  year  and  the  recipients  become 
counters  during  the  succeeding  academic  year. 

No.  8.5  is  a  Division  I  issue  on  minimum  equivalency  limits.  No.  85- 
1  deals  with  the  same.  No.  86,  Financial  Management,  is  Division  I 
only.  No.  86-1  is  as  well.  No.  87  is  Division  I  only  on  expense  waivers. 
No  88  is  a  resolution  on  financial  aid  study  in  Division  I.  No.  89  is 
about  maximum  awards  for  Division  1-A  and  1-AA  football.  No.  90  is 
Division  I  only  for  men’s  ice  hockey. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Division  II  Financial  Aid — Summer  School 

James  Fallis  (Lake  Superior  State  University):  Mr.  Chair,  on 
behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  91. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

The  Division  II  members  joined  the  Division  I  members  of  the  1 990 
convention  in  adopting  legislation  to  restrict  summer  financial  aid  for 
student-athletes,  those  students  who  receive  athletically  related  aid 
during  the  regular  academic  year  and  limit  the  aid  to  the  same 
proportion  of  the  program  as  awarded  during  the  regular  academic 
year  The  members  of  the  steering  committee  believe  this  legislation 
adopted  last  year  is  not  appropriate  for  Division  II  and  should  be 
deleted.  The  committee  is  not  aware  of  any  concerns  for  financial  aid 
in  Division  II  and  believes  it  more  appropriate  to  permit  Division  II 
members  the  flexibility  of  awarding  summer  financial  aid  when 
needed.  Such  aid  might  he  warranted  for  the  student-athlete  to  make 
academic-progress  requirements  or  to  pursue  other  educational 
opportunities.  Therefore,  the  steering  committee  urges  you  to  adopt 
this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  91  (Page  A-143)  was  adopted  by  Division  11.) 
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REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 
Championships 

James  Fallis  (Lake  Superior  State  University):  Proposal  No.  93, 
Automatic-Qualifying  Positions  in  Team  Sports.  This  is  primarily  a 
Division  I  situation,  but  it’s  to  specify  that  each  sports  committee  for 
team  sports  shall  award  a  minimum  of  automatic-qualifying  positions 
equal,  but  not  limited,  to  50  percent  of  the  size  of  the  championships 
field  and  providing  that  the  number  of  conferences  seeking  automatic 
bids  is  at  least  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  size  of  the  championships 
fields.  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  Executive  Committee  opposes  this. 
It  will  be  voted  on  jointly,  and  it  will  require  a  simple  majority  to  pass. 

No.  94  is  a  Division  III  situation,  but  it  will  be  voted  on  and 
requires  a  majority  by  each  division  in  order  to  pass.  It’s  to  permit 
new  Division  III  member  institutions  to  be  eligible  to  participate  in 
championships  immediately.  No.  95  is  moot  if  No.  94  passes.  It 
basically  does  the  same  thing,  except  that  it  requires  a  one-year 
membership  year  before  new  members  are  eligible  for  those  cham¬ 
pionships,  rather  than  two. 

No.  96,  as  you  can  see,  is  a  Division  I-only  issue.  No.  97  is  a  Division 
I-only  issue,  and  No.  120  is  a  Division  I-only  issue. 

Recruiting 

Karen  L.  Miller  (California  State  Polytechnic  University,  Pomo¬ 
na):  The  area  I  will  be  covering  is  regarding  recruiting  and  playing 
seasons. 

Proposal  No.  98  deals  with  official  visits,  and  the  intent  is  to 
require  a  prospective  student-athlete  to  present  an  A(^T  or  an  SAT 
score  achieved  on  a  national  testing  date  prior  to  receiving  an  official 
expense-paid  visit.  There  is  an  official  interpretation,  the  last  one  in 
the  list  provided  to  you;  and  I  might  note  in  that  interpretation  it  says 
that  the  score  must  be  presented  in  writing  but  does  not  have  to  be 
presented  from  the  testing  agency.  It  can  be  from  a  high  school.  The 
purpose  of  this  is  cost  reduction.  It’s  to  encourage  the  student  and  to 
emphasize  the  importance  of  taking  the  ACT  and  SAT  and  not 
waiting  until  the  last  minute,  and  it  will  allow  the  institutions,  if 
passed,  an  opportunity  to  use  their  monies,  their  recruiting  dollars  in 
perhaps  a  more  efficient  way.  No.  98-1  is  just  encouraging  the  testing 
to  be  taken  at  an  earlier  time  and  including  the  PS  AT. 

Alfred  R.  Mathews  Jr.  (California  State  University,  Hayward): 
On  No.  98,  if  a  junior  college  student  is  coming  in  as  a  junior  in  the 
California  state  university  system,  a  test  score  is  not  required,  so 
what  effect  would  98  have,  if  it  passes,  on  a  community  college  student 
making  a  visit  to,  say.  Cal  State  University,  Hayward,  who  has  never 
taken  a  test,  doesn’t  need  the  test  for  eligibility  or  for  admission? 

Stephen  R.  Morgan  (NCAA):  This  would  really  only  apply  to  an 
entering  freshman.  The  junior  college  transfer’s  eligibility  as  a 
qualifier  or  nonqualifier  would  be  fixed  at  the  time  of  his  enrollment 
to  junior  college.  So  the  application  is  really  only  to  the  freshman.  I 
understand  it’s  in  the  general  section  related  to  the  visit,  but  the 
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interpretation  would  be  that  you  wouldn’t  have  to  have  the  test  for  a 
junior  college  transfer  visit. 

Ms.  Miller:  We’ll  proceed  on,  now,  to  No.  99,  Unofficial  Visits — 
Meals.  This  pertains  to  Divisions  II  and  III  and  would  allow  member 
institutions  to  provide  a  meal  to  a  prospect  or  a  prospect’s  parents 
during  an  unofficial  visit.  No.  100,  Recruiting  Dead  Periods — 
National  Letter  of  Intent  Nonsubscribers,  would  exempt  from  the 
current  dead  periods  in  recruiting  that  surround  the  fall  initial¬ 
signing  dates  for  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  those  member 
institutions  that  do  not  subscribe  to  the  National  Letter  of  Intent 
program.  There  is  a  feeling  that  this  is  an  inconsistent  service  with 
regard  to  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  program  to  require  institutions 
that  do  not  use  this  (to  respect  the  dead-period  dates),  and  that  it 
would  bind  them  unnecessarily.  This  affects  all  initial  signing  dates. 
In  comparison.  No.  101,  Recruiting  Dead  Periods,  is  referring  to  the 
initial  fall  signing  dates  and  would  be  moot  if  No.  100  passes. 

Nos.  102  through  109  pertain  to  Division  I  items. 

Playing  Seasons 

No.  1 10  is  on  contest  limitations  regarding  foreign  tours.  This  will 
increase  from  five  to  10  the  limitation  on  the  number  of  contests  and 
dates  of  competition  during  a  foreign  tour  for  sports  other  than 
football  and  basketball. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Spring  Football  Practice— Division  II 

Fred  M.  Martinelli  (Ashland  University):  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  112. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Unfortunately,  much  of  what  happens  in  Division  I  is  perceived  as 
being  for  all  divisions;  and  this  is  the  case  of  Division  I  spring 
football,  which  I  am  fearful  has  also  affected  our  perception  in 
Division  II.  Therefore,  I  feel  that  this  proposal  ought  to  be  adopted  by 
Division  II. 

Practicing  football  without  pads  is  ludicrous.  You  use  a  baseball 
and  a  basketball  to  practice  with  other  sports;  and  yet  in  football,  you 
tell  people  to  go  out  and  practice  but  no  pads.  While  I  may  not 
subscribe  to  the  idea  and  the  concept  of  a  spring  game,  it’s  very 
difficult  to  teach  without  pads  in  the  sport  of  football.  Also  in  the 
spring  of  the  year,  coaches  spend  their  time  teaching.  It’s  the  only 
time  during  the  season  that  they  can  spend  time  in  actually  taking 
the  time  to  teach  the  kids  the  skills  related  to  the  sport. 

Asa  N.  Green  (Livingston  University):  I  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
Presidents  Commission  and  the  Division  11  Steering  Committee  in 
opposing  this  legislation.  The  measure,  which  we  adopted  last  year 
and  which  reduced  the  length  of  time  for  spring  football,  the  number 
of  sessions,  limited  practice  sessions  and  eliminated  contcact,  was 
sponsored  and  proposed  on  behalf  of  student-athletes.  The  research 
study  that  wc  undertook  two  or  three  years  ago,  clearly  indicated  a 
feeling  on  the  part  of  student- athletes  that  the  demands  of  spring 
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practice  in  football  were  one  of  the  contributing  factors  that  placed 
undue  burdens  on  them  and  kept  them  from  being  actively  involved 
m  all  phases  of  the  university. 

It  also  produced  costs,  and  I  would  point  out  that  a  study  of  the 
injury  rate  showed  that  there  was  a  60  percent  reduction  in  the  injury 
rate  in  spring  practice  last  spring.  I  have  talked  with  a  numbi  of 
Division  H  presidents  and  ADs;  and  as  best  as  I  can  tell,  the  lack  of 
contact  in  spring  did  not  produce  greater  injuries  in  the  fall.  That  is 
one  of  the  ^ints  raised  yesterday  at  some  of  the  discussions.  So  I 
think  that  it  has  relieved  a  burden  on  the  student-athletes.  It  has 
reduced  the  injury  rate.  And,  again,  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Commission,  I  would  urge  you  to  defeat  this  legislation 
Pet  s  go  two  or  three  more  years  and  get  a  better  feel  for  it  before  we 
come  back  and  pass  it.  Thank  you. 

Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Confer¬ 
ence):  When  this  Division  II  body  voted  to  do  away  with  contact  in 
spring  practice  last  year,  it  was  not  directly  a  part  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  s  package  as  you  recall.  There  was  a  reordering  of  the 
agenda  that  caused  us  to  vote  on  this  issue  before  the  proposal  in  the 
Presidents  package,  which,  then,  became  moot. 

Obviously,  Division  I  didn’t  follow  our  lead.  The  net  effect  of  this 
what  I  peheve  to  be,  ill-advised  legislation  was  that  it  was  effective 
immediately.  Had  this  not  occurred,  we  could  have  had  a  chance  to 
study  It  over  a  period  of  years,  as  the  previous  speaker  mentioned  he 
would  like  to  do  in  the  current  situation.  But  this  would  give  us  a 
chiuicc  to  study  the  issue  without  it  having  an  immediate  effect  to 
find  out  if  some  of  the  things  that  the  Presidents  Commission  is 
saying  are  true. 

We  belies  that  none  of  the  desired  results  of  noncontact  football 
happened.  There  was  no  reduction,  in  our  opinion,  in  time  away  from 
study.  If  anything,  more  time  was  spent  in  meetings  and  film 
sessions-skull  sessions-in  an  attempt  to  try  to  make  up  for  the 
?  practice.  One  conference  that  did  not  have  spring  ball 

added  it.  Although  no  research  can  be  conclusive,  several  trainers  in 
our  conference  have  data  that  suggest  just  the  opposite  of  what  I 
previously  heard.  That  was  that  there  were  more  injuries  in  the  fall. 
Obviously,  there  wouldn  t  be  more  injuries  in  the  spring  when  you  do 

Sni  dnv?  ^ave  contact. 

But  during  the  fall,  we  felt  that  there  was  strong  evidence,  although 

There  were  no  cost  savings  that  I  can  identify.  Coaches  tell  me  they 
tape  their  athletes  just  as  securely  as  they  did  during  the  contact 
sessions  so  it  is  my  opinion  that  they  did  not  save  any  money  in  terms 
of  this  type  of  noncontact.  Finally,  football  does  not  have  a  long 
season  and  this  nontraditional  season  does  not  lengthen  the  season 
m  an  unreasonaWe  manner.  Remember,  football  is  a  contact  game  It 
IS  very,  very  difficult  to  teach  a  sport  like  football  without  having 
some  contact  We  would  urge  you  to  support  this  legislation. 
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Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 

I  would  like  to  support  I  he  position  of  the  Division  II  Steering 
Committee  and  the  Presidents  Commission  at  the  Division  II  level 
and  urge  that  the  representatives  here  today  vote  in  opposition  to 
Proposition  112. 

This  body  took,  I  think,  some  very  heroic  and  strong  action  last 
year  to  reduce  the  contact  in  spring  football,  to  reduce  the  number  of 
days,  to  reduce  the  hour  commitment  the  athletes  had  to  make  to 
spring  football.  I  certainly  can  understand  the  football  coaches’ 
concerns  that  they  need  contact  to  evaluate  athletes  and  to  teach 
certain  skills.  On  the  other  hand,  when  you  look  at  the  results  of  last 
spring,  particularly  the  almost  splitting  in  half  of  the  injury  rates 
that  normally  occur  during  spring  football,  and  when  you  look  at  the 
evidence  from  the  athletes  themselves  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  time 
(less  time)  that  they  have  to  spend  in  spring  football,  it’s  clear  that  the 
decision  being  made  last  year  was  a  good  one.  I  would  urge  the 
delegates  here  today  to  continue  the  restrictions  on  spring  football  as 
established  by  this  body  a  year  ago. 

Finally,  I  would  just  add  that  what  we  are  here  today  to  do  is,  in  a 
number  of  these  proposals,  look  out  for  the  best  interests  of  the 
student-athletes.  Certainly,  coaches  and  others  are  entitled  to  their 
opinions;  but  when  you  look  at  the  bottom  line  in  this  proposal,  what 
we  have  done  to  limit  contact  in  days  and  time  in  spring  football  is 
that  we  have  allowed  the  football  players  to  concentrate  more  on 
academics,  at  least  during  the  spring  semester.  That’s  given  them  the 
opportunity  perhaps  to  even  be  involved  in  some  other  intercollegiate 
opportunity  that  is  available  to  them  on  a  college  or  university 
campus. 

I  would  urge  the  delegates  today  to  continue  to  support  the 
established  regulation  by  voting  against  No.  112.  Thank  you. 

Jerry  Vander  griff  (Angelo  State  University):  I  think  there  are  a 
lot  of  reasons  to  look  at  the  pros  and  cons  on  both  sides  of  this  issue. 
But  one  thing  that  concerns  me  as  much  as  anything  else,  when  we 
are  talking  about  the  good  of  the  student-athlete,  is  that  many  of 
them  come  in  on  no  scholarships  or  part  scholarships.  It  is  very,  very 
difficult,  almost  impossible  to  evaluate  them  as  far  as  increasing 
their  scholarship,  in  a  spring  where  you  do  not  have  pads. 

Edward  H.  Hammond  (Fort  Hays  State  University):  I’m  opposed 
to  No.  1 12  not  over  the  issue  of  contact  football,  which  also  concerns 
me,  but  primarily  because  this  proposed  piece  of  legislation  increases 
the  number  of  practice  days  and  reduces  the  number  of  consecutive 
days  in  which  those  practice  days  can  be  held,  thereby  demanding 
that  more  class  time  be  missed.  It  also  specifies  that  no  practice  be 
permitted  on  Sunday.  Weekends  have  been  used  by  some  coaches  to 
further  protect  the  student-athlete’s  classroom  time.  So,  I  find  the 
proposed  language  in  No.  1 1 2  flawed  in  a  number  of  other  ways 
outside  the  contact-football  issue. 

John  D.  W’elty  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  speak  in 
support  of  this  motion.  I  believe,  particularly  in  Division  II  where  in 
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many  cases  student- athletes  have  an  opportunity  in  the  spring  to  try 
out,  if  you  will,  or  prove  themselves  for  a  team,  this  legislation  would 
allow  that  to  occur,  would  allow  for  a  proper  evaluation.  It  would 
eliminate  the  need  to  invite  large  numbers  of  potential  student- 
athletes  in  the  fall,  which  would  thereby  result  in  increased  costs  in 
the  fall.  So,  i  believe  this  is  a  case  of  legislation  that  has  objectives 
that  perhaps  do  not  meet  the  intent.  1  certainly  support  the  reform 
legislation  that  has  been  passed  in  the  past.  I  also  support  the 
student- athletes  very  strongly,  but  I  believe  this  particular  action,  if 
not  approved,  would  have  a  negative  effect. 

Robert  N.  Aebersold  (Slippery  Rock  University  of  Pennsylvania): 

I  support  this  proposal.  I  am  concerned  that  cost  is  a  factor  and  I  am 
concerned  that  injuries  could  be  a  factor.  I  would  supiwrt  elimination 
of  spring  football  totally,  which  would  totally  eliminate  those  two 
problems;  however,  we  have  spring  football.  We  have  agreed  to  have 
spring  football.  It  is  a  contact  sport  and  I  believe  that  teaching 
football  without  contact  is  like  teaching  swimming  without  water. 
Thank  you. 

Victor  A.  Buccola  (Western  Football  Conference):  I  would  urge 
you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  legislation.  All  we  are  asking  for  is  1 0  days 
of  contact  in  a  contact  sport. 

Arend  D.  Lubbers  (Grand  Valley  State  University):  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  I  just  wanted  to  make  th\s 
comment  because  I’ve  seen  many  of  my  colleagues  come  to  the 
microphone,  presidents  on  both  sides  of  this  issue.  This  is  the  issue  we 
are  having  fun  with.  We  can  argue  and  take  different  positions.  I  just 
would  like  to  remind  everybody  that  as  presidents,  when  it  comes  to 
1 9  through  58,  we  stand  firm. 

Frank  Cignetti  (Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  would 
like  to  speak  in  support  of  No.  1 12. 1  would  like  to  address  the  issue  of 
the  student-athlete.  I  feel  that  current  legislation  that  does  not  permit 
contact  is  detrimental  and  negative  legislation.  Spring  practice  from 
objectives  and  philosophy  of  coaching  staff  is;  No.  1 ,  evaluation,  give 
every  player  an  opportunity  to  make  the  team.  We  don’t  care  whether 
he’s  No.  1  on  the  depth  chart  or  No.  6  on  the  depth  chart,  give  hini  the 
opportunity  to  make  the  team.  No.  2,  line  him  up  in  the  right  position 
where  he  can  make  the  greatest  contribution  to  that  program,  where 
his  skills  and  talents  fit  into  the  program.  This  gives  coaches  an 
opportunity  to  find  out.  Is  he  an  offensive  lineman;  is  he  a  defensive 
lineman,  is  he  a  skilled  player?  The  third  thing  it  does  is  it  gives  that 
young  man  an  opportunity  to  earn  some  financial  aid. 

In  Division  II,  our  programs  are  developmental,  and  the  majority 
of  our  football  players  walk  on  non  recruited  without  financial 
assistance.  If  we  want  our  coaches  to  make  good  decisions  and  be  cost 
effective  with  very  limited  scholarship  budgets,  they  need  the 
opportunity  in  the  spring  to  put  pads  on  these  young  men  to  see  if  they 
can  block,  to  see  if  they  can  tackle  and  on  what  side  of  the  ball  they 
should  play.  From  the  coaching  standpoint,  the  spring  of  the  year  is 
developmental;  it’s  teaching.  You  don’t  have  a  game  on  Saturday,  so 
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you  give  every  young  man  an  opportunity  to  make  the  team. 

In  the  fall,  coaches  are  under  the  gun  to  win  football  games.  They 
have  to  make  decisions  to  have  people  ready  to  play.  When  you  try  to 
combine  the  developmental  aspect  of  football,  which  is  the  spring, 
and  the  preparation  for  competition  in  the  fall,  I  think  it’s  very  unfair 
to  our  student-athletes  and  our  coaches.  It  is  very  unfair  to  our 
football  programs  in  Division  II. 

Jack  H.  McAvoy  (Hillsdale  College);  Within  the  last  three  weeks, 
it’s  been  my  opportunity  to  give  exit  interviews  to  our  student- 
athletes.  In  talking  to  four  football  players  who  filled  out  a  form,  and 
we  asked  them  the  good  and  bad  about  our  football  program,  three  of 
them  commented  that  they  were  wasting  their  time  in  spring  football 
because  of  the  lack  of  contact.  At  our  school,  we  have  had  only  five 
days  of  contact  in  the  spring  for  the  last  nine  years.  We  figured  it  up 
the  other  day  and  we  had  42  student-athletes  playing  other  sports  in 
the  spring,  mainly  track  and  baseball.  If  this  organization  is  in  favor 
of  helping  the  student- athletes  better  themselves  as  far  as  scholarships 
arc  concerned,  this  is  an  opportunity  to  vote  for  this  to  help  the 
student-athletes  so  they  could  better  themselves. 

Gene  A.  Carpenter  (Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I 
certainly  respect  my  colleagues  and  their  different  viewpoints.  I 
would  also  like  to  indicate  that  I  am  a  full  professor;  I’m  a  teacher.  I’m 
offended  by  not  having  the  proper  opportunity  to  teach  in  the  spring. 
And  as  I  have  indicated  to  our  own  university  administration.  I  think 
that  as  a  chemistry  professor,  if  we  cut  the  time  from  from  18  weeks 
to  15  weeks  a  semester,  we  lack  some  teaching  time.  But  if  we  take 
away  the  laboratory  from  that  professor,  we  have  really  taken  away 
the  opportunity  to  teach. 

I  hope  that  we  would  vote  on  this  issue  for  the  right  reasons.  I  don’t 
think  football  is  abusive  in  Division  II.  I’m  not  so  sure  all  the  schools 
in  Division  I  are.  So  many  times,  as  the  previous  speakers  have 
indicated,  we  have  been  drug  along  by  some  of  the  malfunctions  of 
Division  I.  I  don’t  think  Division  II  football  has  been  the  problem, 
and  we  are  talking  about  cutting  down  our  season  from  26  weeks  to 
22  weeks,  or  144  days.  And  for  football,  with  a  maximum  of  the 
previous  spring  practices,  you  are  looking  at  a  total  of  17  weeks. 

I  have  a  young  man  sitting  back  there  that  I  don’t  want  to  put  on  the 
spot.  He  has  been  appointed  as  a  student  representative.  Every 
football  player  I  have  talked  to  feels  they  are  disadvantaged  in  not 
having  the  opportunity  to  practice  football.  So,  I  would  urge  this 
group  today  to  look  seriously  at  spring  football  and  support  it  for  the 

right  reasons.  tt  i 

[Proposal  No.  112  (Page  A- 161)  was  approved  by  Division  II. ] 

Basketball  Contests — Division  II 

Rudy  Carvajal  (California  State  University,  Bakersfield):  I  move 
the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  115. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

It  would  be  very  difficult  to  outdo  the  rationale  that  was  given  by 
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the  institutions  that  currently  are  listed  as  the  opposers  of  this 
proposition.  I  might  also  add  that  it  is  convenient  to  take  care  of  this 
within  the  proscribed  and  even  proposed  future  time  limitations 
involved  in  basketball.  I  would  like  to  see  this  legislation  pass, 
because  I  think  that  it  is  one  where  we  can  control  our  own  destiny. 

Obviously,  there  are  some  proposals  in  No.  38  that  would  amend  our 
current  reduction  from  25  to  27;  and  while  that  is  fine  and  good,  that 
doesn’t  occur  until  the  general  session.  And  there  is  no  indication  that 
that  necessarily  will  automatically  pass.  So  in  deference  to  basketball, 
and  in  deference  to  the  time  commitments,  I  would  like  the  support  for 
Proposition  115. 

J.  Michael  Jacobs  (Shepherd  College):  On  behalf  of  Shepherd 
College,  I  would  like  to  oppose  this.  I  think  the  idea  of  28  basketball 
games  is  excessive,  I  think  the  rationale  that  Division  I  uses  for  the 
financial  gain  might  be  something  to  consider  for  Division  I;  but  on 
a  Division  II  basis,  I  don’t  think  we  have  the  same  financial  reward 
for  basketball. 

(Proposal  No.  115  (Page  A-164)  was  defeated  by  Division  II,  70- 
116.) 

Playing>Season  Limitations— Basketball  Exemptions 

Ronald  J.  Petro  (University  of  Alaska,  Anchorage):  I  move  for 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  116  on  behalf  of  the  Division  II  Steering 
Committee  and  the  full  NCAA  Council, 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  1990  Convention  adopted  restrictions  on  exemptions  from 
counting  basketball  games.  The  action  was  taken  primarily  to  curb 
abuses  by  some  Division  I  programs.  And  in  reviewing  the  limitations, 
the  steering  committee  concluded  that  within  Division  II  restrictions 
hurt  Division  II  members,  including  my  institution  in  Alaska.  The 
exemption  from  counting  is  an  additional  incentive  to  encourage 
teams  to  make  the  long  trip  to  Alaska  and  help  Alaskan  institutions 
meet  the  scheduling  requirements  and  remain  Division  II  members 
in  good  standing.  Purportedly,  this  proposal  permits  Division  II 
members  only  to  make  one  trip  to  Alaska  every  four  years  and 
exempt  up  to  four  contests  in  counting  and  still  take  advantage  of  one 
of  the  other  exemptions  in  the  same  four-year  period.  The  steering 
committee  urges  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

G.  Lynn  Lashbrook  (University  of  Alaska,  Fairbanks):  I  also 
concur.  This  is  one  issue  that  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks  agree  upon. 
[Proposal  No.  116  (Page  A-165)  was  approved  by  Division  II.] 

REPORTS 

Graduation  Rate  Disclosure 

Daniel  T.  Dutcher  (NCAA):  I  would  like  to  take  just  a  few  brief 
moments  to  give  you  folks  a  progress  report  on  the  work  of  the  Special 
Advisory  Committee  to  Review  Implementation  of  1990  Convention 
Proposal  No.  24.  In  April  of  1990,  the  Council  created  the  special 
committee  to  assist  with  the  implementation  of  the  NCAA’s  new 
graduation  rate  disclosure  legislation,  which  was  adopted  by  Division 
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I  and  Division  II.  The  committee  consists  of  representatives  from  the 
Council,  the  Presidents  Commission,  and  the  American  Association 
of  Collegiate  Registrars  and  Admissions  Offices.  There  are  three 
Division  II  representatives,  including  two  from  the  Council,  Karen 
Miller  and  Ollie  Bowman,  and  one  from  the  Presidents  Commission, 
Rodney  Kelchner  of  Mansfield  University  of  Pennsylvania. 

Just  a  brief  bit  of  background:  In  1989,  Congress  began  to  actively 
consider  graduation-rate-disclosure  legislation.  That  legislation  was 
termed  the  Student- Athlete  Right-to-Know  Act.  The  original  focus  of 
the  legislation  was  on  recruited  student-athletes  and  called  for 
refined  and  unrefined  graduation  rates  in  the  sports  of  football, 
basketball  and  in  all  other  sports  broken  down  by  race  and  by  sex. 
The  basis  of  the  graduation -rate  report  was  a  five-year  period  in 
which  to  graduate.  It  called  for  the  rates  to  be  reported  and  published 
by  the  NCAA,  and  reported  to  prospects  as  part  of  the  recruiting 
process. 

The  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  felt  that  the  Association  should 
seize  the  initiative  from  Congress  regarding  this  bill.  So  at  last  year’s 
Convention,  it  sponsored  Proposal  24.  Proi^sal  24  was  based  upon  the 
version  of  the  Federal  legislation  that  was  in  existence  at  that  time.  In 
particular,  the  effective  date  of  Proposal  24  for  Division  I  was  October 
1,  1991.  For  Division  II,  the  effective  date  was  October  1,  1994.  In 
April,  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  recommended  that  a 
special  committee  be  created  for  two  chief  reasons — No.  1 ,  because  of 
the  complicated  and  costly  nature  of  the  legislation  and  its  implemen¬ 
tation  on  your  campuses  and  No.  2,  the  evolving  nature  of  the  Federal 
legislation  on  which  Proposal  24  was  based.  In  particular,  the  Federal 
legislation  contained  an  exemption  that  permits  the  Secretary  of 
Education  to  exempt  the  NCAA  from  the  Federal -reporting  require¬ 
ment  if  our  own  reporting  requirements  are  found  to  be  “substantially 
comparable.” 

However,  in  the  interim  between  the  adoption  of  Proposal  24  and 
Congress’s  return  to  session  in  1990,  it  was  obvious  that  the  Federal 
legislation  was  going  to  change  significantly.  Accordingly,  the 
efforts  of  the  special  committee  have  been  concentrated  in  two  areas. 
No.  1,  from  an  interpretation  standpoint,  the  concern  has  been  to 
establish  practical  procedures  by  which  Proposal  24  can  be  imple¬ 
mented,  especially  keeping  in  mind  the  significant  cost  in  manpower 
considerations  that  graduation- rate  reports  will  create  on  your 
campuses.  The  second  focus  of  the  committee  has  been  to  communi¬ 
cate  through  our  Washington  D.C.  legal  counsel,  with  Congress  and 
the  Department  of  Education  to  monitor  the  development  of  the 
legislation.  Again,  keeping  in  mind,  we  are  trying  to  make  our 
legislation  substantially  comparable  to  their  legislation  so  that  we 
can  avoid  having  our  member  institutions  subject  to  two  reporting 
requirements,  the  Federal  requirement  and  the  NCAA  requirement. 

The  main  problem  in  fulfilling  that  second  charge  of  trying  to  keep 
our  legislation  consistent  with  their  legislation  is  that  their  legislation 
is  not  enacted  in  as  timely  a  manner  as  we  would  have  liked  to  have 
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seen.  The  final  version  of  the  act  was  significantly  different  from  the 
original  version,  and  it  wasn’t  approved  by  Congress  until  October 
and  wasn’t  signed  by  the  President  until  November  8. 

Again,  the  Federal  legislation  differs  significantly  from  our 
original  legislation.  I  just  would  like  to  hit  some  of  the  highlights. 
Whereas  the  original  legislation  focused  on  recruited  student- 
athletes,  the  legislation  now  focuses  on  athletes  who  now  receive 
athletics  aid.  Again,  the  original  legislation  had  a  five-year  period  in 
which  to  graduate;  the  new  legislation  has  what  they  call  a  150 
percent  time  period  in  which  to  graduate,  which,  for  a  student  at  a 
baccalaureate-degree  program  would  be  a  six-year  period  in  which  to 
graduate. 

The  Federal  legislation  also  has  added  specific  supporting  reports 
in  addition  to  football  and  basketball.  The  Federal  legislation  also 
added  baseball,  and  cross  country  and  track.  In  addition,  the  Federal 
legislation  has  focused,  to  a  larger  extent  than  it  did  before,  on 
admissions  and  graduation -rate  data  for  your  student  bodies  as  a 
whole  in  order  to  compare  what  you  obtain  regarding  the  student- 
athletes  with  rates  you  obtained  for  your  student  body  as  a  whole. 

Most  significant  for  Division  II  member  institutions  is  the  effective 
date  of  the  Federal  legislation.  Federal  legislation  will  be  effective 
July  1, 1993.  The  first  report  from  Division  I  and  Division  II  member 
institutions  will  be  July  1,  1993.  Obviously,  that’s  much  different 
than  the  October  1, 1994,  reporting  date  that  Division  II  was  under  in 
Proposal  24.  During  the  pre-Convention  Council  meeting,  the  Council 
approved  a  series  of  recommendations  from  the  special  committee  to 
keep  our  legislation  substantially  comparable  with  the  act.  The 
Council  also  approved  the  series  of  recommendations  regarding 
sections  of  Proposal  24  that  remain  optional  under  the  Federal 
legislation,  in  particular,  reporting  requirements  were  waiting  for  the 
student  body  as  a  whole,  many  of  those  now  remain  optional  under 
the  Federal  legislation. 

So  it’s  possible  for  all  of  these  changes  to  be  affected  by  the  Council, 
rather  than  through  the  traditional  Convention  process,  because  the 
bulk  of  the  Association’s  graduation-rate-disclosure  legislation  exists 
in  Bylaw  30.1,  which  is  an  administrative  regulation.  The  changes 
now  would  be  drafted  and  published  following  the  final  review  by  the 
Council.  This  also  explains  why  it  won’t  be  necessary  for  the  general 
business  session  to  consider  Proposals  77  and  78.  The  changes  that 
the  Council  approved  at  its  pre-Convention  meeting  essentially  make 
the  consideration  of  those  proposals  unnecessary. 

It  is  anticipated  that  forms  and  instructions  related  to  the  new 
reporting  requirements  would  be  mailed  in  mid-February.  Although 
Division  II  will  not  be  subject  to  the  reporting  requirement  until  1 993, 
the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  has  requested  that  the  form  be 
mailed  to  Division  II  member  institutions  in  order  to  give  you  an 
opportunity  to  become  familiar  with  the  many  new  reporting  require¬ 
ments  and  procedures.  The  Council  also  has  approved  a  recommen¬ 
dation  that  the  Executive  Committee  fund  a  series  of  regional 
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workshops  this  spring  to  assist  member  institutions  in  admin^tering 
the  new  reporting  requirements.  Both  representatives  from  Divisions 
I  and  II  will  be  encouraged  to  attend  these  sessions. 

Finally,  the  subcommittee  will  attempt  to  work  as  closely  as 
possible  with  representatives  from  the  Congress  and  the  Departoent 
of  Education  during  1991,  during  the  time  period  in  which  the 
Department  of  Education  will  be  promulgating  its  adininistrative 
regulations  to  implement  its  version  of  the  act  so  that  in  the 
analysis,  we  keep  our  legislation  substantially  comparable  with  their 
legislation.  We’ll  be  attending  a  meeting  with  the  Department  of 
Education  representatives  as  early  as  next  week. 

F'inally,  we  would  encourage  your  input  regarding  the  effect  of  the 
graduation -rate  legislation  on  Division  II  member  institutions,  in 
particular;  and  on  NCAA  institutions,  in  general.  I  would  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions.  And  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make 
this  presentation. 

[The  meeting  was  recessed  for  lunch.] 

Tuesday  Afternoon,  January  8, 1991 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1:37  p.m.,  with  Mr.  Hughes 
presiding. 

WAIVERS  ,  ,  .  . 

[NOTE:  The  Division  II  business  session  heard  petitions  for 
waivers  of  Division  II  membership  criteria  from  Carson-Newman 
College,  Catawba  College,  Eton  College,  Francis  Marion  College, 
Gardner  Webb  College,  Lander  College,  Limestone  College,  Mars 
Hill  College,  New  Mexico  Hi^dands  University,  Presbyterian 
College,  West  Liberty  State  College,  Wheeling  Jesuit  College  and 
Wingate  College.  The  petitions  were  approved.] 

NOMINATING  COMMITTEE 

[NOTE:  The  slate  for  Division  II  representatives  to  the  Council  and 
Division  II  vice-president's  position  was  approved  as  presented.] 

REPORTS 

Executive  Committee 

Mr.  Hughes:  Now,  I  want  to  move  to  the  championships  committee 
report.  This  is  an  item  that  I  have  dedicated  a  lot  of  my  time  in  the 
past  year  on  the  Executive  Committee  in  working  with  the  Division 
II  Men’s  Basketball  Committee  and  the  distribution  of  revenue 
committee,  trying  to  put  together  a  model  that  will  help  and  enhance 
our  championships  in  Division  II.  So  I’m  going  to  move  through  this. 
It  is  a  little  lengthy,  but  I  feel  like  that  with  the  time  we  have,  I  hope 
to  be  able  to  outline  what  you  can  expect  revenue  wise  for  your 
conferences  and  for  your  individual  institutions,  and  how  we  expect 
the  championships  to  he  operated  in  the  coming  years.  After  I  finish 
my  report,  I  would  entertain  any  question  or  concerns  that  you  might 

hciVC 
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Committee  is  to  review  the  recommendations  of  the  various  Division 
II  sports  committees  as  they  relate  to  the  administration  of  the 
championships  programs  and  administer  the  Division  11  allocation, 
which  was  formerly  known  as  the  block-grant  fund.  In  addition,  the 
committee  now  monitors  the  Division  II  enhancement  fund  that  was 
made  possible  with  funds  from  the  new  CBS  television  contract. 

During  the  1989-90  year,  we  saw  significant  changes  in  Division  II 
championships  programs.  Some  of  the  actions  taken  by  the  committee 
this  past  year  will  drastically  affect  the  Division  II  championships 
programs  in  years  to  come.  The  revenue  from  the  Association’s  new 
contract  with  CBS  provided  the  committee  with  an  opportunity  to 
enhance  various  aspects  of  the  program,  which  I  will  elaborate  on 
later.  I  served  as  chair  of  that  committee  this  past  year  and  would  also 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my  appreciation  to  other 
members  of  the  committee. 

[NOTE:  Other  members  of  the  committee  were  introduced.} 

Participation  in  Division  II  championships  continues  to  grow.  A 
total  of  4,417  student-athletes  competed  in  11  Division  II  champion¬ 
ships,  as  compared  to  4,310  the  previous  year.  In  addition,  the  number 
of  institutions  that  participated  in  the  championships  this  past  year 
increased  from  71  percent  to  75  percent  of  our  membership.  At  least 
one  athlete  from  75  percent  of  our  schools  participated  in  Division  II 
championships. 

I’m  going  to  now  outline  some  of  the  most  pertinent  actions  that  I 
feel  the  committee  took.  Probably  the  most  notable  action  was  the 
development  of  the  policies  and  procedures  that  will  be  used  in  the 
administration  of  the  Division  II  enhancement  fund  that  was  made 
as  a  result  of  the  Special  Advisory  Committee  to  Review  Recommen¬ 
dations  Regarding  Distribution  of  Revenues.  That’s  a  nice  committee 
name.  First,  a  total  of  $1  million  was  budgeted  for  the  enhancement 
fund  for  the  1 990-9 1  current  year  we  are  in.  It  will  go  to  $2  million  for 
the  1991-92  year,  and  $3  million  thereafter  each  year  for  the  duration 
of  the  current  CBS  contract.  The  fund  will  be  administered  using 
esentially  the  same  guidelines  as  if  it  were  approved  for  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  revenue  for  Division  I. 

Basically,  50  percent  will  be  distributed  to  the  membership,  and  50 
percent  will  be  distributed  according  to  the  number  of  units  earned 
by  institutions  that  have  participated  in  the  Division  II  men’s 
basketball  championship.  Third,  the  Division  II  basketball  pool  will 
use  the  same  guidelines  as  those  used  for  the  Division  I  championship. 
Funds  will  be  distributed  according  to  the  number  of  units  earned  by 
conference  members  over  a  six-year  period,  and  the  checks  for  that 
participation  will  be  sent  to  the  conference  commissioners. 

Here  are  some  of  the  guidelines  for  the  basketball  pools:  First, 
basketball  shares  earned  by  independent  institutions  will  be  sent  to 
the  CEOs  of  those  institutions,  with  a  letter  to  the  directors  of 
athletics  and  senior  woman  administrators.  Second,  if  an  institution 
reclassifies  its  membership  in  Division  I  or  Division  III,  its  basketball 
credits  shall  stay  with  the  conference,  or  if  it  is  independent,  its 
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credits  will  go  back  to  the  pool.  •  „  cUoii 

Third  if  a  conference  disbands,  the  member  institutions  shall 

retain  their  basketball  pool  shares.  And.  fourth,  no 

lose  all  of  its  units  if  the  team  that  is  represented  in  the  tournament 

is  later  declared  ineligible.  The  number  of  units  will  be  reduced  to  one^ 

If  no  more  than  one  institution  is  represented  m  the 
remaining  50  percent  of  the  funds  will  be  distributed  equally  to  a 

'“SuSl  ‘b"Sd  to  the  CEOs  of  the  institutions  with  a 
copy  of  the  letter  to  the  directors  of  athletics  and  senior  woman 
administrators.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  general  funds  w  11  be 
provided  only  to  those  institutions  that  are  active  and  elipble  for 
NCAA  competition,  and  which  have  declared  f  t 

NCAA  championship  competition  listed  on  the  NCAA-NAIA  Join 

^  CmslSafionwas  given  to  implementing  a  formula 

Division  I  broad-based  program,  which  would  have  taken  into 

consideration  such  things  as  the  number  of 

sponsored  and  the  number  of  grant-in-aids  provided  however,  tl^ 
committee  was  concerned  with  some  of  the  inequities  this  system 
might  provide  for  Division  II.  And,  also,  the  actual  amount  to  be 
distributed  to  the  membership  was  not  significant  enough  to  merit 
an  elaborate  formula  or  time-consuming  task  of  fdling  out  forms  and 
sending  them  in  to  the  Association.  Therefore,  the  cominittee  opted 
for  the  equal-distribution  formula.  This  year  and  later  in  this  session. 
I’m  going  to  pass  out  a  chart  that  will  indi^te  to  y u  what  each 

institution  and  each  conference  will  ’^®®®''^®:.^^?V”whkrwin^in 
will  be  $2,941.  approximately,  to  your  institution,  which  will,  in 

essence  double  and  triple,  approximately,  over  the  next  three  years. 
^  enhancement  funds  will  be  distributed  to  the  membership 

approximately  mid- May  of  each  year.  r  aimrtc*  ft 

During  the  1989-90  championship  season,  a  total  of  almost  a>l.» 
million  was  available  for  Division  II  championships.  And,  at  that 
point  in  time,  that  year,  you  realize  that  we  had  a  $26  J  , 

^st  year,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  we  changed  the  name  of  ^e  ^nd 
from  the  block-grant  fund,  to  the  Division  11  allocation.  We  were 
successful  with  the  Executive  Committee  in  getting  funds  to 

become  part  of  the  Association’s  budgeting  process,  rather  than 
budgeting  our  championships  out  of  excess  receipts. 

As  a  result  of  the  new  CBS  contract  the  following  significant 
actions  were  taken  with  regard  to  individual  championships:  A  $60 
ner  diem  will  be  provided.  Traveling  party  sizes  were  increased  tor 
Lveral  championships -baseball  went  from  26  to  28  men  s  basket¬ 
ball  from  19  to  22,  women’s  basketball  from  16  to  20,  football  from  5 
to  70,  men’s  soccer  from  22  to  23,  women  «  soccer  from  22  to  23, 
softball  from  23  to  25  and  women  s  volleyball  ^om  16  ^ 

In  addition  to  transportation  being  guaranteed  for  tjje  traveling 
parties  and  teams  championships  and  those  tt 

one  nonathlete  in  individual-team  championships,  the  Division  11 
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Championships  Committee  determined  that  in  the  sports  of  swim¬ 
ming,  track  and  field,  and  wrestling  that  expenses  will  be  provided 
for  one  nonathlete  for  an  institution  that  qualifies  from  one  to  four 
individuals,  and  two  nonathletes  for  that  institution  that  qualifies 
four  or  more  student-athletes. 

With  regard  to  the  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field  champion¬ 
ships,  it  will  no  longer  be  necessary  to  inform  the  NCAA  office  as  to 
whether  you  want  to  participate  in  either  the  indoor  or  the  outdoor 
championship.  Commencing  with  these  championships,  the  1991 
championships,  transportation  will  be  funded  for  both  championships 
and  a  $30  per  diem  will  be  available  for  athletes  in  indoor  and  outdoor 
track. 

During  the  past  year,  the  committee  conducted  a  review  of  the 
concept  of  regionalization  and  whether  the  Division  II  sports  commit¬ 
tees  were  adhering  to  this  basic  principle  of  Division  II  championship 
administration.  In  brief,  regionalization  is  defined  as  an  effort  to 
select  and  pair  teams  within  designed  regions  due  to  the  inability  of 
sports  committees  to  adequately  compare  the  records  of  teams  from 
different  parts  of  the  country  and  the  economic  factors  involved  with 
national  pairings.  In  general,  it  was  found  that  most  sports  committees 
are  adhering  to  the  concept;  however,  due  to  economic  factors  and 
sizes  of  brackets  for  some  championships,  selections  and  pairings  are 
not  always  made  according  to  regions.  The  committee  did  direct  some 
sports  committees  to  strongly  consider  selecting  more  than  two 
teams  from  each  region  and  to  ensure  that  pairings  for  preliminary 
rounds  of  competition  are  made  on  a  region  basis. 

The  topic  of  championship  site  selection  was  reviewed  and  the 
championships  committee  endorsed  the  concept  establishing  mini¬ 
mum  seating  capacities  and  financial  guarantees  as  guidelines  to  be 
used  by  sports  committees.  In  general,  sports  committees  were  asked 
to  review  the  selection  criteria  to  ensure  that  they  were  fiscally  sound. 
Regional  differences  were  taken  into  consideration  and  deserving 
top-seeded  teams  were  afforded  the  opportunity  to  be  rewarded  with 
play-off  sites. 

Due  to  the  number  of  bracket  expansion  requests  that  were  being 
submitted  to  the  sports  committees,  the  championships  committee 
adopted  a  policy  that  would  require  future  requests  to  be  accompanied 
with  solid  data  indicating  that  there  are  significant  numbers  of 
quality  teams  being  denied  championships  opportunities. 

With  regard  to  the  quality  of  competition,  the  championship 
committee  adopted  the  following  guidelines,  not  in  any  priority,  that 
sports  committees  were  to  use:  a.  Overall  won-lost  records  of 
institutions  under  consideration,  but  not  selected;  b.  won-lost  records 
for  teams  under  consideration  relative  to  those  that  were  selected;  c. 
results  or  other  data  from  the  previous  three  to  five  championships 
that  would  indicate  whether  parity  existed  in  the  current  field;  d, 
overall  won-lost  records  of  institutions  selected  for  the  championship 
the  previous  year  but  not  for  the  current  year,  and  their  won-lost 
record  against  those  teams  selected;  e.  list  of  institutions  that  had 
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been  ranked  at  some  time  during  the  course  of  the  season  in  an 
NCAA  or  coaches  association  iwll,  but  were  not  selected;  f.  number  of 
new  teams  in  the  championship  or  the  degree  of  turnover  in  weekly 
polls;  g.  analysis  of  won-lost  records  and  strengths  of  schedules  of  the 
last  five  teams  under  consideration,  relative  to  the  last  five  teams 
selected,  and  h.  analysis  of  relative  regional  strength. 

The  membership  should  be  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  committee 
received  several  requests  from  sports  committees  for  bracket  expan¬ 
sion;  however,  none  was  approved  this  past  year.  The  committee’s 
conservative  nature  was  prompted  by  significant  economic  factors  in 
the  previously  mentioned  Division  II  enhancement  and  $60  per  diem, 
our  increased  traveling  size  and  so  on,  and  the  availability  of  funds  in 
the  Division  II  allocation  to  meet  those  enhancements.  It  has  been 
the  policy  of  the  committee  to  ensure  that  the  current  championships 
programs  have  been  provided  with  adequate  or  appropriate  enhance¬ 
ment  prior  to  expanding  brackets.  In  a  related  action,  the  committee 
adopted  a  policy  that  stated  it  will  not  consider  a  sports  committee 
recommendation  within  a  year  from  the  date  it  was  first  denied 
unless  new  information  of  a  significant  nature  is  provided. 

Also,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  revenue  distribution  plan  has 
necessitated  adjustments  in  the  Association’s  budgeting  process, 
sports  committee  recommendations  that  will  have  a  financial  impact 
on  the  Association’s  budget  must  be  submitted  during  the  Champion¬ 
ships  and  Executive  Committees’  meetings  in  May.  It  is  the  opinion 
of  the  committee  that  it  would  not  be  prudent  to  approve  midyear 
budget  requests  that  could  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  budget  in 
place.  All  the  sports  committees  should  be  aware  of  this  new  policy 
when  developing  recommendations  for  consideration. 

Upon  the  recommendation  of  the  NCAA  Committee  on  Competitive 
Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports,  the  committee  has 
adopted  a  ban  on  the  use  of  tobacco  products  by  all  individuals  on  the 
field  of  play  at  NCAA  championships,  effective  with  the  1991  winter 
championships.  Violations  of  this  policy  will  be  dealt  with  by  the 
sports  committees  in  accordance  with  the  misconduct  provisions. 

The  committee  also  adopted  a  policy  relative  to  NCAA  activities 
that  championships  shall  not  be  conducted  at  facilities  that  bar 
persons  from  membership  on  the  basis  of  race,  religion,  gender  or 
national  origin,  or  at  facilities  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  executive 
director  or  his  designee,  have  membership  practices  or  policies  that 
so  discriminate.  The  committee  endorsed  a  policy  that  would  preclude 
a  television  network  from  hiring  a  play-by-play  announcer  or  color 
commentator  who  is  a  current  college  coach,  or  an  institutional  or 
conference  representative  in  the  sport  being  broadcast. 

Relative  to  the  NCAA  championships  competition  conducted  at 
nonpredeterm  ined  sites — in  other  words,  sites  at  one  of  the  competing 
institutions —the  committee  clarified  that  the  proposed  budgets  may 
not  be  accepted  by  a  sports  committee  after  the  selection  of  tearns  has 
been  made,  except  when  none  of  the  participating  teams  submitted  a 
proposed  budget.  The  committee  adopted  the  policy  of  requiring  hosts 
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for  all  NCAA  championships  to  sell  items  developed  through  the 
NCAA  merchandising  agreement,  noting  that  on  some  occasions 
some  institutions  have  refused  to  do  so,  even  though  they  incur  no  risk 
or  financial  responsibility. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  actions  of  the  Division  II  Championships 
Committee  are  presented  in  The  NCAA  News  subsequent  to  each  of 
the  committee’s  three  meetings;  however,  if  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  any  actions  taken  by  the  committee,  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  myself,  any  member  of  the  committee  or  Dennis  Poppe, 
NCAA  director  of  championships,  who  serves  as  liaison  to  this 
committee. 

[NOTE:  A  chart  showing  the  distribution-of -revenue  plan  was 
distributed  and  explained.] 

[The  Division  II  business  session  was  adjourned  at  2:32  p.m.l 
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Division  iii  Business  Session 


Tuesday  Morning,  January  8, 1991 

The  Division  III  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8:05  a.m., 
with  Rocco  J.  Carzo,  Thfts  University,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carzo:  Good  morning,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  My  name  is 
Rocco  Carzo.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee 
and  will  be  chairing  this  meeting. 

(NOTE:  Various  announcements  and  introductions  were  made, 
and  the  roll-call  voting  procedure  was  explained.} 

As  is  customary  at  this  opening  business  session,  we  have  a 
number  of  reports  to  submit  to  you.  We  will  start  out  first  with  the 
report  of  the  Division  III  Steering. 

REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

Division  lil  Steering  Committee 

John  M.  Schael  (Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  Vice-Presi¬ 
dent  Carzo,  members  of  Division  III,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  present  the 
report  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee.  While  my  terrn  of 
office  ends  with  the  final  general  business  session  of  this  Convention, 

I  can  say  without  reservation  that  it  has  been  a  privilege  to  serve  as 
a  member  of  the  Council  during  the  past  four  years.  During  that  brief 
period  of  time,  I  have  gained  a  greater  understanding  of  the 
complexities  facing  intercollegiate  athletics.  I  have  also  come  to  the 
realization  that  with  time,  patience,  understanding  and  communica¬ 
tion,  that  no  complexity  is  without  solution. 

The  NCAA  Council  is  empowered  to  establish  and  direct  the 
general  policy  of  the  Association  between  the  interim  of  Conventions. 
It  consists  of  46  members,  of  which  the  president  and  secretary- 
treasurer  are  ex-officio.  The  remaining  44  members  of  the  Council 
include  22  from  Division  I  and  1 1  each  from  Divisions  II  and  III.  The 

I I  members  from  Division  III  include  at  least  two  from  each  of  the 
four  Division  III  representative  regions,  and  the  final  composition 
includes  at  least  two  chief  executive  officers  and  three  women.  Each 
serves  for  a  period  of  four  years.  While  the  full  Council  meets  as  a 
common  body,  it  also  subdivides  into  divisions,  and  the  purpose  of 
dividing  is  to  act  on  matters  that  are  specific  to  any  one  division.  The 
1 1  members  on  the  Council  from  Division  III  are  referred  to  as  the 
Division  III  Steering  Committee.  Last  year  was  eventful  and 
included  a  number  of  major  developments.  Some  members  have 
referred  to  these  developments  as  the  winds  of  change  while  others 


Division  III  Business  Session 


115 


refer  to  them  more  precisely  as  the  reform  movement  for  intercollegiate 
athletics. 

With  respect  to  reform,  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee 
received  two  special  committee  reports,  one  being  from  the  NCAA 
Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction.  The  specific  charge  of  this 
committee  was  to  reduce  costs  in  intercollegiate  athletics  without 
denying  student  access  to  higher  education  or  significantly  altering 
the  competitive  balance  among  NCAA  members.  In  addition  to  cost 
savings,  it  was  the  intent  of  this  committee  to  reduce  time  demands 
on  student-athletes  and  to  reconcile  the  activities  of  intercollegiate 
athletics  with  member  institutions’  fundamental  values  and  educa¬ 
tional  missions.  The  second  report  received  on  reform  was  that  from 
the  Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership  Structure 
and  its  accompanying  recommendations,  which  dealt  in  part  with 
greater  federation  and  multidivision  classification. 

The  Division  III  Steering  Committee  not  only  receives  special 
reports,  but  reviews,  analyzes  and  discusses  their  impact  on  the  323 
Division  III  member  institutions  and  sponsors,  proposes  or  amends 
legislation  for  consideration  and  action  by  the  Division  III  member¬ 
ship.  During  the  past  year,  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  has 
met  on  four  occasions  and  acted  on  a  substantial  number  of  matters 
pertaining  to  Division  III.  One  goal,  and  just  one  of  many,  of  the 
Division  III  Steering  Committee  was  to  establish  improved  lines  of 
communication  with  the  Division  III  Subcommittee  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  so  that  both  groups  have  a  better  understanding  of  the 
other’s  position  with  regard  to  various  issues  facing  Division  III.  I 
am  proud  to  say  that  this  was  accomplished. 

As  a  part  of  its  responsibilities,  the  steering  committee  spends 
considerable  time  reviewing  the  actions  of  the  Administrative 
Committee,  considering  legislative  interpretations,  reviewing  legisla¬ 
tion  submitted  by  our  membership  as  well  as  proposing  or  sponsoring 
legislation  for  consideration.  We  acted  on  compliance  issues  and 
subcommittee  reports  on  minority  opportunities  in  intercollegiate 
athletics.  We  also  reviewed  women’s  athletics  issues,  acted  on 
compliance  issues,  membership  applications  and  waivers,  and  made 
or  supported  committee  appointments  authorized  by  the  constitution 
and  bylaws.  Routine  in  a  sense,  perhaps.  However,  these  processes 
are  essential  for  the  efficient  operation  of  the  NCAA.  While  all 
Division  III  Steering  Committee  actions  have  not  been  reported  with 
my  remarks,  the  full  report  of  the  Council,  as  mentioned  in  yesterday’s 
opening  session,  is  available  to  you  from  two  sources.  One  is  The 
NCAA  News,  which  publishes  a  complete  listing  of  all  Council 
actions  following  each  meeting.  The  other  is  the  printed  publication 
entitled  1989-90  Annual  Reports,  which  is  distributed  at  the  annual 
Convention  and  sent  to  our  member  institutions. 

When  I  looked  back  on  my  four  years  as  a  Council  member,  I  tried 
to  single  out  the  one  action  of  the  thousands  that  we  took  that  was  the 
most  significant.  From  my  perspective,  it  was  the  support  for  the 
development  and  emergence  of  the  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
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mittee.  The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  actively  involved 
in  Association  matters,  serves  as  a  constant  reminder  that  the 
playing  fields  and  gymnasiums,  like  the  classrooms,  are  laboratories 
for  learning.  It  also  is  a  constant  reminder  that  as  athletics  adminis¬ 
trators,  one  of  our  fundamental  missions  is  to  serve  the  best  interests 
of  the  student-athletes — the  young  men  and  women  who  represent 
our  institutions  and  who  elect  to  participate  in  our  programs. 

Vice-President  Carzo,  I  believe  I  have  summarized  the  issues 
before  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  in  the  past  year.  I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the  Council  and,  in 
particular,  to  represent  the  membership  of  Division  III. 

Division  iii  Championships  Committee 

David  A.  Jacobs  (Whittier  (College):  The  composition  of  the  five- 
person  committee  is  the  Division  Vice-President,  Rocco  Carzo  of 
Tufts;  the  Division  Executive  Committee  representative,  Royce 
Flippin  of  MIT,  who  chairs  the  committee;  two  Division  Council 
representatives,  myself  and  Patricia  Rogers  of  State  University  of 
New  York  University  at  Albany;  and  one  member  selected  at  large, 
who  is  John  Reeves,  State  University  of  New  York  at  Stony  Brook. 
Donna  Noonan,  director  of  championships  with  the  NCAA,  is  the 
staff  liaison.  The  specific  duties  of  the  Division  III  Championships 
Committee  appear  on  pages  307  and  308  of  the  1990-91  NCAA 
Manual. 

As  you  may  know,  the  committee,  with  recommendations  from  the 
various  NCAA  sports  committees,  is  charged  with  making  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  NCAA  Executive  Committee  regarding  the 
policies  and  conduct  of  Division  III  championships.  This  includes  the 
general  administration  of  the  championships  and  maintenance  of 
oversight  responsibilities  for  applicable  regulations,  playing  regula¬ 
tions  in  the  areas  of  player  safety,  financial  impact  and  image  of  the 
sport.  The  committee  meets  three  times  a  year— in  May,  August  and 
December— to  conduct  regularly  scheduled  business  regarding  the 
Division  III  championships  and  to  review  and  evaluate  the  various 
sports  committee  recommendations.  In  meeting  our  responsibilities 
to  the  Division  III  sports  committees,  we  want  to  emphasize  our 
commitment  to  a  process  of  open  communication,  including  appropri¬ 
ate  telephone  contact  and  face-to-face  meetings  as  circumstances 
deem  appropriate.  We  are  now  able  to  invite  sports  committee  chairs 
to  make  in-person  presentations  to  the  championships  committee 
when  we  are  considering  recommendations  of  a  particularly  signifi¬ 
cant  nature  or  those  involving  major  issues. 

As  you  all  know,  the  new  NCAA  television  agreement  ushers  in  a 
very  exciting  and  important  time  for  the  Association  and  for  Division 
III.  The  Division  III  Championships  Committee  recommended  that 
the  additional  financial  resources  be  used  to  enhance  the  current 
Division  III  championships  program  by  establishing  guaranteed  full 
cost  of  transportation  and  a  reasonable  real  cost  per  diem  funding 
level.  A  basic  premise  of  the  committee  is  to  provide  to  the  membership 
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a  reasonable  ratio  of  opportunity  to  participate  in  championships  and 
for  participants  to  not  have  to  pay  for  this  opportunity.  We  are  also 
examining  ways  to  reduce  the  costs  incurred  by  Division  III 
institutions  when  participating  in  or  hosting  a  championship  event. 

Sufficient  funds  were  available  to  provide  for  retroactive  payment 
of  a  $25  per  diem  this  year  for  the  1989-90  championships  from  the 
block  grant.  With  new  dollars,  the  Executive  Committee  has  replaced 
the  block  grant  concept,  as  you  will  hear  from  Royce  Flippin.  Now, 
funds  available  for  future  championships  for  Division  III  are  redefined 
as  allocations,  which  are  specific  fixed  amounts  in  the  Association’s 
general  operating  budget  that  may  not  be  exceeded. 

In  response  to  recommendations  from  the  television  revenue 
distribution  committee  and  the  Division  HI  Championships  Commit¬ 
tee,  the  Executive  Committee  also  confirmed  an  increase  in  official 
traveling  and  squad  sizes  and  payment  of  a  $60  per  diem  for  next 
year,  and  for  participants  in  individual-team  championships,  an 
incremental  reimbursement  for  nonathletes  and  coaches  from  selected 
teams. 

A  committee  decision  to  reimburse  transportation  and  per  diem 
expenses  for  either  indoor  or  outdoor  track,  but  not  both,  will  be 
reconsidered  after  the  1990-91  championships.  Other  items  of 
concern  and  discussion  to  the  championships  committee  this  year  are 
two  major  ones— bracket  expansion  and  playing  rules.  The  committee 
reviewed  proposed  guidelines  to  assist  sports  committees  and  respec¬ 
tive  championship  committees  in  evaluating  the  criteria  and  quality 
of  competition  relative  to  requests  for  bracket  expansion.  Champion¬ 
ship  field  sizes  are  established  to  provide  efficient  management  of 
the  events,  to  provide  adequate  championship  opportunities  relative 
to  the  nationwide  quality  of  competition  and  to  provide  sound 
economic  administration  of  the  financial  resources  of  the  Association 
and  its  championships.  In  the  past,  it  has  never  been  a  simple  task  for 
sports  committees  to  provide  well-developed  support  for  bracket 
expansion  or  for  the  championships  committee  to  determine  whether 
the  support  was  sufficient  to  warrant  expansion.  Now  that  we  have 
new  guidelines,  in  addition  to  the  previous  criteria,  to  help  in 
evaluating  the  quality  of  competition,  the  justification  for  possible 
bracket  expansion  should  be  facilitated. 

Regarding  playing  rules,  a  particular  topic  this  year,  as  you  know, 
is  that  NCAA  bylaws  require  common  playing  rules  for  all  divisions 
of  the  Association.  Two  proposals  for  the  membership  are  in  direct 
response  to  concerns  of  Division  III  members  about  the  financial 
impact  and  participation  rates  that  are  affected  by  recent  decisions  of 
sports  rules  committees  to  change  football  goal  posts  and  to  add 
football  time  clocks,  and  to  restrict  the  number  of  participants  in  a 
soccer  game.  The  Division  III  Steering  Committee  resolution  is 
Proposal  No.  63,  which  is  supjwrted  by  the  championships  committee 
and  if  passed  will  give  us  time  before  next  year’s  Convention  to 
determine  the  feasibility  and  the  desirability  of  developing  some 
more  flexibility  in  playing  rules  for  Division  III. 
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In  conclusion,  it  is  important  to  the  membership  to  have  access  to 
sports  committees  and  the  Division  III  Championships  Committee  to 
voice  opinions,  concerns  and  suggestions.  Correspondence  with 
sports  committees  with  copies  to  the  championships  committee  aids 
both  groups  in  working  jointly  to  respond  appropriately.  On  behalf  of 
the  committee,  I  would  like  to  thank  all  of  you  who  have  taken  this 
time  to  communicate  with  our  committee  and  assist  us  in  trying  to  do 
what  is  right  for  Division  III.  We  would  also  like  to  thank  outgoing 
chair,  Royce  Flippin,  for  his  wisdom,  his  leadership  and  dedication  to 
the  Division  III  Championships  Committee  and  to  the  Executive 
Committee. 

Executive  Committee 

Royce  N.  Flippin  Jr.  (Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology): 
The  NCAA  Executive  Committee  meets  as  a  body  three  times  a  year, 
as  does  the  championships  committee,  in  May,  August  and  December. 
It  is  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  all  NCAA  championships  and 
tournaments,  management  of  all  NCAA  financial  affairs,  including 
adoption  of  budgets,  management  of  income  and  expenditures  and 
conduct  of  audits  and,  finally,  the  coordination  of  all  other  adminis¬ 
trative  and  personnel  matters  of  the  NCAA,  including  the  employment 
and  supervision  of  the  NCAA  executive  director,  who  we  work  with  in 
the  development  and  implementation  of  all  NCAA  staff  personnel 
policies.  Just  again  to  remind  you  of  the  structure,  the  Executive 
Committee  has  a  total  of  14  people,  which  includes  at  least  three 
women.  Five  of  the  14  are  represented  by  the  NCAA  president, 
secretary-treasurer  and  the  three  divisional  vice-presidents.  The 
nine  remaining  positions  include  one  each  from  Divisions  II  and  III, 
so  Rocky  Carzo  and  I  are  the  two  Division  III  people  to  fill  those 
positions. 

Let  me  review  some  of  the  most  important  actions  taken  by  the 
Executive  Committee  over  the  past  year.  First,  in  May,  we  received 
the  first  of  ongoing  reports  throughout  the  year  from  Judy  Sweet, 
chair  of  the  Special  Advisory  Committee  to  Review  Recommendations 
Regarding  Distribution  of  Revenues.  We  have  all  heard  a  lot  about 
that,  but  I  will  go  over  some  specific  recommendations  for  distribution 
of  the  revenue  for  the  1991  to  1997  CBS  television  contract.  We 
approved  some  of  those  recommendations  at  both  the  August  and 
December  meetings,  including  elimination  of  the  traditional  distribu¬ 
tion  of  net  receipts  based  upon  performance  and  participation  only  in 
NCAA  championships.  That  concept  has  been  eliminated. 

Secondly,  increases  in  the  official  traveling  parties  and  per  diem 
allowances  for  NCAA  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  championships  were 
approved.  Division  III  per  diem  will  increase  to  $60  per  student  from 
the  $25  of  each  of  the  last  three  years.  There  will  be  catastrophic 
injury  insurance  for  student-athletes  in  all  three  divisions,  and  there 
will  be  distribution  of  moneys  to  Division  I  in  a  two-phase  plan, 
which  you  have  also  heard  of.  I  will  just  repeat  it  again  for  further 
clarification. 
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Phase  I  of  this  Division  I  distribution  plan  takes  place  in  April  of 
1991.  That  is  called  the  basketball  pool  phase  where  distribution  is 
based  upon  the  number  of  units  earned  by  the  teams  in  Division  I 
men’s  basketball  using  a  rolling  six-year  period.  Phase  II  of  the 
Division  I  distribution  plan — known  as  the  broad-based  pool  phase — 
takes  place  in  August  of  1991.  Distribution  will  be  based  upon  a 
formula  that  considers  both  the  number  of  sports  sponsored  that  is 
above  the  minimum  for  Division  I  membership  and  the  number  of 
sports  sponsored.  Sports  sponsorship  is  given  one-third  weight.  The 
number  of  grants-in-aid  is  awarded  a  two-thirds  weight  for  that 
second  phase  portion.  T  would  also  point  out  that  the  grants-in-aid 
component  of  the  broad-based  plan — that  is  the  two-thirds  weight — 
is  going  to  be  reconsidered  and  adjusted  before  the  August  1991 
distribution  in  response  to  considerable  concern  from  the  membership. 

Several  other  components  of  the  final  revenue  distribution  phase 
and  plan  were  also  debated,  fine-tuned  and  approved,  including  a 
final  decision  that  two  percent  of  the  annual  CBS  rights  be  set  aside 
each  year  in  a  membership  trust  against  future  uncertainties.  That 
percentage  could  rise  as  conditions  develop  over  the  next  few  years,  so 
that  percentage  of  trust  holding  may  rise.  And,  finally,  the  special 
committee  will  remain  intact  at  least  through  fiscal  1990-91  to  bring 
continuity  and  to  evaluate  how  the  distribution  plan  works. 

The  second  action  we  took,  which  Dave  Jacobs  mentioned,  was 
with  respect  to  approved  criteria  for  better  evaluating  the  quality  of 
competition  component  for  bracket  expansion.  I  will  not  spend  any 
more  time  on  that  because  Dave  covered  it.  It  is  a  very,  very  important 
part  of  the  championship  and  Executive  Committee  evaluations.  We 
think  we  have  gotten  to  a  point  where  we  now  have  nine  criteria  and 
a  backlog  of  data  that  will  help  us  be  very  careful  and  very 
responsible  in  how  we  evaluate  bracket  expansion.  In  fact,  of  the  six 
criteria  that  were  approved  by  Divisions  I  and  II,  Division  III  added 
three  more  that  we  thought  would  be  helpful.  One  of  those  was  to  use 
three  to  five  years  of  data  rather  than  a  tendency  of  using  just  the 
previous  year’s  data  for  evaluating  bracket  expansion.  Also,  we 
added  an  analysis  and  comparison  of  the  won-lost  and  strength-of- 
schedule  records  of  the  closest  five  nonselected  teams  to  the  last  five 
selected.  We  thought  that  was  an  important  analysis  to  try  to  see  over 
a  three-  to  five-year  period  who  was  being  selected  and  who  was  not; 
where  are  we  responsible,  where  are  we  not;  and  finally,  to  determine 
relative  regional  strength.  So  your  championships  and  Executive 
Committees  are  working  at  that  issue  and  will  continue  to  work. 

The  third  major  action  in  response  to  some  of  this  effort  came  in 
May  when  the  Executive  Committee  approved  the  expansion  of 
Division  III  men’s  soccer  from  24  to  32  teams.  At  that  time  we  had  the 
important  and  historic  concurrent  agreement  that  henceforth  Division 
Ill  and  Division  II  championship  funds,  including  all  transportation 
and  enhanced  per  diem,  would  be  a  fixed  budget  allocation  effective 
with  the  1990-91  budget,  not  an  allocation  after  the  fact  based  on 
surplus.  So  we  really  used  the  opportunity  for  soccer  expansion  to 
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have  a  full  discussion  with  the  Executive  Committee  and  to  arrive  at 
that  concurrent  conclusion.  I  just  cannot  underscore  enough  how 
cooperative  and  sensitive  to  our  situation  Division  II,  and  particularly 
Division  1,  were. 

The  fourth  action  was  in  response  to  one  of  the  more  controversial 
issues  of  the  year — a  proposed  change  in  the  substitution  rule  for 
men’s  and  women’s  soccer.  The  Executive  Committee  concluded  that 
the  change  request  did  not  fall  within  its  oversight  authority  and, 
therefore,  took  no  action.  So  the  recommendation  of  the  soccer  rules 
committee  automatically  became  official  for  all  three  divisions 
effective  in  the  fall  of  1990.  You  will  recall  that  the  change  in  the 
substitution  rule  precluded  a  player  from  reentering  the  game  in  the 
same  period  in  which  he  had  been  substituted  for.  The  same  rule 
change  also  eliminated  restrictions  on  the  number  of  participants  in 
a  contest. 

In  May,  the  Executive  Committee  voted  on  other  controversial 
measures — narrowing  football  goal  posts  to  18  feet6  inches  effective 
in  1991  and  requiring  a  visible  25-second  clock  for  all  NCAA  football 
contests  effective  in  1992 —that  were  proposed  by  the  football  rules 
committee.  With  these  rules,  the  requirement  that  NCAA  playing 
rules  shall  be  common  to  all  divisions  becomes  more  onerous.  We  are 
sensitive  to  that.  It  further  highlights  the  practical  and  philosophical 
differences  among  NCAA  membership  divisions.  We  are  sensitive  to 
that.  So  are  you.  So  we  do  call  your  attention  to  Proposal  No.  63, 
which  is  sponsored  by  the  Council  and  Division  III  Steering  Commit¬ 
tee  and  allows  examination  and  future  flexibility  of  playing  rules.  We 
hope  for  a  full  discussion  of  Proposal  Nos.  63  and  62,  with  rejection  of 
No.  62  as  potentially  chaotic  and  dysfunctional  in  the  longer  term. 
Rocky  has  pledged  to  bring  the  soccer  substitution,  goal  post  and  25- 
second  clock  issues  all  into  the  discussions  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  the  area  of  finance  and  budget,  the  Executive  Committee 
approved  in  August  a  $160  million  1990-91  general  operating  budget. 
That  represents  an  increase  of  $62  million,  or  63  percent,  over  the 
final  adjusted  1989-90  budget  year  we  just  finished  of  $98.2  million. 
So  while  the  nation  and  CBS  may  be  struggling  with  recent 
downturns,  your  Association  continues  to  reflect  significant  growth 
and  vitality.  But  personally,  I  do  worry  a  great  deal  about  the  long¬ 
term  financial  structure.  I  urge  our  membership  not  to  be  lulled  into 
a  false  sense  of  ongoing  security  from  the  1991-97  CBS  contract. 

Finally,  two  things.  In  August,  the  Executive  Committee  approved 
a  recommendation  from  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee 
that  a  four-page  supplement  for  student-athletes  be  included  in  a  fall 
edition  of  The  NCAA  News.  Also  in  August,  we  approved  the  addition 
of  two  minority  internships  at  the  NCAA  national  office,  an  increase 
from  six  to  eight,  effective  in  1991-92.  And  there  are  two  more  short 
things  in  December  that  we  approved.  The  Executive  Committee, 
after  some  years  of  discussion,  agreed  to  accept  the  recommendation 
of  the  Committee  on  Competitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of 
Sports  to  ban  the  use  of  tobacco  products  by  all  individuals  on  the 
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field  of  play  in  NCAA  championships  effective  in  1991.  This  ban 
includes  chewing  tobacco  in  the  baseball  dugout  location.  We  also 
allocated  funds  to  assist  in  the  start-up  costs  for  a  drug-testing 
laboratory  and  a  certification  program  and  voted  that  no  NCAA 
activities  shall  be  conducted  in  facilities  that  bar  persons  from 
membership  on  the  basis  of  race,  religion,  gender  or  national  origin. 

n  closing,  just  a  personal  word.  I  do  feel  most  fortunate  to  have 
served  on  the  Executive  Committee  as  your  Division  III  representative 
over  these  past  five  years.  It  has  been  a  busy  and  a  rich  experience 
that  I  would  not  trade  for  anything.  Thank  you.  Thanks  a  lot. 
Presidents  Commission 

David  L.  Warren  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University):  It  is  my  privilege 
to  represent  you  on  the  Presidents  Commission  along  with  10  of  your 
Division  III  colleagues.  On  page  218  in  your  spiral  notebook,  you  will 
find  a  listing  of  who  we  are.  That  will  give  you  a  chance  to  either 
thank  us  or  string  us  up  depending  on  how  this  Convention  comes 
out.  You  will  also  see  a  listing  of  other  members  of  the  Presidents 
Commission -22  from  Division  I,  11  from  Division  II  and  11  from 
Division  III.  Just  by  way  of  simple  summary,  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  is  emi»wered  to  review  any  activity  of  the  NCAA.  It  is  empowered 
to  bring  legislation  forward,  to  commission  studies,  to  endorse 
particular  positions  and  perhaps  in  a  very  important  tactical  way  to 
detcrrnine  the  sequence  of  legislation  and  how  it  is  going  to  be  voted 

mighTbe^^^  critical  that  sequencing 

Last  year,  the  full  commission  met  on  three  different  occasions  As 
your  Division  III  representative,  I  met  another  six  times  with  the 

the  chair  of  the  full  commission. 
Martin  Massengale.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  task  that  we  set 
out  to  accomplish  can  be  broken  into  three  simple  parts.  If  our 
79  mark,  we  will  accomplish  these  parts  in  the 

next  72  hours,  h  irst.  it  was  our  intent  to  restore  the  balance  between 
academics  and  athletics^Secondly,  to  reclaim  time  for  our  student- 
athletes  so  that  they  could  become  part  of  the  larger  life,  socially  and 
intellectually  witlnn  our  colleges  and  universities.  And  thirdly  to 
restructure  the  NCAA  in  such  a  way  that  schools  that  shafe  a 
common  philosophy  compete  against  one  another  and,  in  particular 
tmd  each  other  in  competition  in  national  championships.  We  waded’ 
proposals  in  the  course  of  the  year  and  have 
down  to  the  Presidents  Commission’s  sLies  Nos.  ^9 

rough58]nyourbook,withtheexceptionsofNos.4L42and43  We 

os.  19  through  58,  and  I  would  just  ask  you  to  pay  special  attention 
to  two  groups  within  these  several  proposals.  The  first  is  No.  39  and 
Its  several  amendments.  The  second  has  to  do  with  a  cluster  of 
resolutions,  Nos^  49  through  57,  and  they  have  as  their  subject  matter 
restructuring.  If  I  can  take  30  seconds,  I  would  just  like  you  to  note  on 
your  cuff  or  a  napkin  what  we  hope  will  be  the  final  voting  outcome 
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on  No.  39.  I  am  sending  a  signal  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  and  the  NCAA  steering  committee  to  Division  III.  Not 
for  purposes  of  debate  now,  but  so  that  you  can  make  a  note  on  how  we 
hope  this  might  come  out.  We  will  have  a  chance  to  talk  among 
ourselves  in  the  hallway  this  afternoon. 

With  respect  to  Proposal  No.  39,  in  the  main,  we  endorse  it,  with 
these  caveats.  We  would  oppose  Nos.  39-F  and  39-H,  and  within  the 
amendments,  we  would  endorse  Nos.  39-1,  39-4  and  39-5.  We  would 
oppose  Nos.  39-6,  39-7  and  39-8.  and  if  we  are  successful  in  dropping 
Nos.  39-F  and  39-H,  then  the  remaining  two  amendments  are  moot. 
That  is  to  say.  Nos.  39-2  and  39-3  would  be  moot.  So  I  will  say  it  very 
quickly.  In  the  main,  we  support  Proposal  No.  39,  oppose  Nos.  39-?’ 
and  39-H,  endorse  amendments  Nos.  39-1,  39-4  and  39-5,  oppose 
amendments  Nos.  39-6, 39-7  and  39-8  and  hope  that  Nos.  39-2  and  39- 
3  become  moot  That  is  grist  for  some  substantial  hallway  politics, 
and,  hopefully,  with  the  Presidents  Commission  sending  you  our 
signal  and  the  steering  committee  of  the  NCAA,  similarly,  we  might 
build  a  consensus  around  this,  I  will  say  I  think  this  represents  some 
very  important  accommodation  as  well  as  a  recognition  that  there  is 
in  Proposal  No.  39  some  flawed  language  and  some  very  good 
language,  and  we  hope  we  have  found  the  best  and  saved  it  and 
jettisoned  the  worst. 

h'inally,  I  would  urge  your  very  careful  attention  to  the  reclassifica¬ 
tion  issues.  Many  of  you  were  present  several  years  ago  when  we 
sought  to  plant  the  flag  in  behalf  of  the  save  HI  for  HI.  Division  III 
ought  to  be  the  place  where  Division  III  schools  play  each  other,  and 
in  the  final  analysis,  when  we  come  to  championship  play  in 
whatever  sport,  we  ought  to  be  in  competition  against  Division  III 
schools.  As  a  result  of  the  introduction  of  a  Division  I-AAA  program, 
we  think  we  found  a  way  to  accommodate  those  Division  I  schools 
that  have  played  down  to  Division  III  and  perhaps  found  a  home  for 
several  Division  1 1  schools  as  well.  I  recognize  that  my  statement  is 
a  good  deal  more  simple  and  less  passion-filled  than  the  feelings  that 
many  have  on  this  question.  And  I  will  look  forward  to  the  discussion 
this  afternoon  and  tomorrow  with  respect  to  reclassification  and  to 
Proposal  No.  39. 

Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership  Structure 

Kenneth  J.  Weller  [Central  College  (Iowa)]:  During  the  course  of 
the  last  25  years  I  have  been  at  NCAA  meetings  in  a  variety  of  roles. 

I  stand  before  you  today  as  an  alternate  delegate.  I  became  president 
emeritus  of  Central  in  September,  but  I  wanted  to  be  here  to  give  you 
a  report  on  the  structure  committee  because  of  the  importance,  I 
think,  it  holds  for  all  of  us.  If  you  will  permit  me  a  moment  of  personal 
reflection,  let  me  say  to  you  that  the  work  that  we  do  here  sometimes 
seems  to  be  irrelevant,  sometimes  to  be  tedious  and  time  consuming, 
and  you  wonder  whether  it  all  makes  a  difference.  Believe  me,  it  does. 

I  sat  down  last  night  and  thought  a  little  bit  about  the  period  of  years, 
b'ifteen  years  ago,  we  were  involved  in  a  discussion  of  a  philosophy 
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for  this  division.  At  that  point  in  time,  Division  III  was  defined  in 
negative  terms.  We  were  what  we  were  not.  We  did  not  give  aid  beyond 
need.  That  was  the  totality  of  who  we  were.  But  during  that  period  of 
time,  we  started  to  think  about  who  we  are  positively,  what  do  we 
believe,  what  do  we  do.  In  that  process,  we  talked  with  groups  of 
presidents,  and  this  body,  as  many  of  you  will  remember,  was 
involved  in  a  great  deal  of  discourse  about  it.  And  we  put  together  a 
concept  of  who  we  are  as  a  division  and  what  we  believe  about 
athletics.  I  think  that  has  served  us  very,  very  well.  1  am  particularly 
intrigued,  as  I  see  talk  of  reform  today  in  Division  I,  how  vep,  very 
often  they  are  seeking  to  find  or  to  regain  what  we  already  have.  It 
was  illustrated  again  yesterday  in  a  moving  speech  that  Dick  bchultz 
made  when  he  started  talking  about  what  we  ought  to  do— these 
revolutionary  ideas  about  how  to  finance  athletics  and  to  have  it  be 
part  of  a  responsible  budgeting  process,  which  is  where  most  of  us  are 
and  where  our  philosophy  takes  us  at  the  same  time.  So  15  years  a^, 
we  were  involved  in  some  things  that  have  served  us  well  over  the 

years.  ,  . 

Ten  years  ago,  this  group  was  involved  in  a  very  very  senous 
discussion  about  the  integration  of  women  into  the  NO  AA.  As  1  think 
hack  on  what  has  happened  in  this  Convention  with  Judy  Sweet,  I  see 
it  as  a  manifestation  of  this  Association  at  its  best.  We  have  a  long 
way  to  go  in  that  area.  Particularly  on  our  own  campuses  where 
women  as  coaches  and  women  as  administrators  are  way  behind 
where  they  ought  to  be.  But  within  this  Association  we  have  m^e 
distinct  progress  and  I  believe  that  Division  III  was  part  of  it  When 
Judy  came  on  the  Council  it  was  the  first  time  and  perhaps  the  only 
time  that  any  division  had  more  women  than  the  quotas  call^  lor. 
Certainly,  her  extraordinary  talents  and  skills  have  been  able  to 
flourish  in  the  environment  of  this  division  better  than  they  would 

have  in  any  other  division.  •  i_  i 

Five  years  ago,  we  were  embroiled  in  a  donnybrook  over  tne 
Presidents  Commission.  Remember  it?  Anger,  tensions.  It  was 
worthwhile.  The  Presidents  Commission  as  it  is  now  operating  is  a 
very  important  component  of  how  we  govern  ourselves.  From  the 
beginning  in  the  Presidents  Commission  unto  this  day,  the  really 
great  gains  in  liaison  between  the  Council  and  between  the  Commis¬ 
sion  were  developed  in  Division  III.  In  the  other  divisions  in  the  early 
days,  the  relationship  between  the  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Commission  was  almost  adversarial.  That  is  no  longer  true,  and  it  is 
extremely  important  for  you  to  realize  that.  There  was  a  tendency  in 
those  days  to  look  upon  the  Presidents  Commission  as  being  some 
sort  of  an  outside  imperial  group  who  came  in  without  knowing  wry 
much  about  what  was  going  on  and  making  all  the  decisions.  Ihe 
current  operation  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  believe,  is  one  that 
works  closely  with  the  Council  and  the  athletics  directors  who  are 
involved  on  a  day-to-day  basis  with  these  issues.  So  when  the 
Presidents  Commission  says  we  favor  this,  that  is  not  an  outside, 
uninformed  point  of  view.  That  is  a  clear-cut  collaborative  position 


124 


199!  Convention  Proceedings 


between  the  Council  and  the  Commission  to  produce  the  best  possible 
position  for  us  as  an  Association.  I  think  Division  III  was  a  key  part 
01  getting  that  to  work  the  way  it  is  at  the  present  time. 

we  are  in  another  time  with  reform  and  restructure.  I  believe 
that  five,  10  or  15  years  from  now,  we  will  look  back  and  say  this  was 
a  Convention  at  which  we  dealt  with  very,  very  significant  things 
Structure  has  always  been  a  problem.  In  the  early  ’70s  when  we 
devised  the  concept  of  Division  III,  we  produced  a  success.  We  have  a 
sense  of  who  we  are.  We  run  our  own  show.  We  tend  to  say  a  plague  on 
both  your  houses  on  a  lot  of  things  that  go  on  in  the  other  divisions 
But  there  is  no  question  about  the  fact  that  we  have  developed  a 
cohesive,  integrated  sense  of  who  we  are  and  how  we  operate.  That  is 
not  true  of  the  other  divisions,  and  particularly  Division  I.  Division  I 
covers  all  sorts  of  different  people  trying  to  do  different  things  and 
trying  to  get  along  with  each  other,  and  that  is  the  fundamental 
context  from  which  restructuring  comes.  It  is  an  attempt  to  find  a 
way  to  have  each  of  the  divisions  have  an  identity  and  a  sense  of 
similarity  so  that  they  can  be  supportive  of  one  another  in  a 
philosophical  way.  But  in  Division  I  today  you  have  some  programs 
where  they  have  major  support  for  all  athletics.  You  have  some 
pre^rams  where  they  have  primary  support  for  one— basketball  — 
and  modest  support,  at  best,  for  others.  Those  people  make  very,  very 
strange  bedfellows  and  have  different  points  of  view  that  cannot 
really  operate  in  an  appropriate  federated  sense.  We  became  involved 
in  this  with  a  National  Forum  in  the  summer  of  1988.  The  Presidents 
Commission  asked  me  to  write  a  paper  at  that  time  about  federation; 
to  analyze  this  and  prepare  a  thought-provoking  piece  to  look  at  the 
issues  that  I  have  just  described  about  structure.  In  that  paper  I 
concluded  with  the  recommendation  that  there  ought  to  be  a  task 
force  formed  to  work  on  structure. 

Well,  under  the  very  familiar  and  time-worn  policy  of  “them  that 
recommends  work,  ends  up  doing  it,”  I  was  placed  on  that  committee. 

I  have  been  on  it  for  two  years  with  Rocco  and  Judy  Sweet  We  have 
met  frequently  in  two-day  meetings.  I  think  we  have  had  a  total  of 
about  eight  meetings.  We  have  invited  many  people  to  come  in  from 
many  different  points  of  view  to  tell  us  what  they  thought  about  the 
issues  we  are  discussing.  When  ideas  started  to  come  together  and 
were  formulated,  we  tried  them  out  on  people  across  the  country  and 
various  groups  and  organizations  and  came  up  with  recommendations 
that  led  to  the  legislation  that  you  see  before  you.  The  plan,  you  should 
know,  is  not  what  anyone  really  wanted  in  totality.  There  are  some 
things  about  it  that  everyone  can  find  fault  with,  but  I  am  firmly 
convinced  it  is  the  plan  that  is  best  for  all  in  the  Association  It  has 
been  supported  by  the  Council,  by  the  Presidents  Commission  and  I 
would  urge  you  to  support  it.  In  particular,  note  Proposals  Nos.  47  to 
0/  that  you  will  be  voting  on  tomorrow.  Think  very,  very  carefully 
about  the  Council  position,  which  I  think  is  a  very  good  one.  The 
particulars  are  not  crucial.  The  specifics  can  be  modified  and 
changed  Not  the  particulars,  but  movement  and  change,  I  think,  is 
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very  crucial  for  us  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  for  our  society. 

Dick  Schultz  made  the  point  very  well  yesterday,  I  think,  that  if  we 
don't  do  it  it  is  likely  the  government  will.  He  also  said  that  there  is 
concern  about  our  support  from  the  general  public.  I  think  that  is  a 
very  valid  question,  not  for  our  programs,  but  for  intercollegiate 
athletics  as  most  people  see  it  on  the  Division  I  level.  I  firmly  believe 
that  the  biggest  problem  our  society  has  today  is  the  failure  to 
support  adequately  education  of  our  young  people.  And  frankly,  I 
believe  that  some  of  that  reticence  on  the  part  of  the  public  is  because 
of  cynicism  about  big-time  athletics.  1  genuinely  think  that  we  must 
make  reform.  We  must  move  on  this.  We  must  show  integrity  in  trying 
to  clean  up  this  process  or  we  stand  even  greater  loss  in  public 
support.  In  addition  to  those  outside  pressures  to  make  change  and  to 
do  something,  there  are  pressures  inside  this  organization.  Some  of 
those  pressures,  such  as  the  College  Football  Association  and  the 
development  of  super  conferences,  are  a  reflection  of  a  tendency  or  an 
interest  in  the  possibility  of  going  it  alone. 

1  think  there  is  a  chance,  if  we  are  unwilling  to  change  and  to  deal 
with  these  problems,  of  a  disintegration  of  the  NCAA.  T  would  urge 
you  to  support  this.  It  is  not  complex.  The  basic  idea,  as  several  people 
have  put  it  already,  is  the  Is  for  the  Is  and  the  Ills  for  the  Ills. 
Division  Is  for  Is  means  that  we  have  to  help  them  get  a  better 
definition  of  who  they  are  and  a  more  homogenous  definition  of  who 
they  are  in  order  to  support  and  work  progressively  in  governance. 
The  other  aspect  of  that  is  Ills  for  Ills  and  frankly,  that  means 
Division  I  institutions  do  not  play  Division  III  football.  We  have 
worked  at  that  issue  for  a  long  time.  Multidivision  classification,  it 
seems  to  me,  is  not  consistent  with  a  philosophy  of  athletics  and 
academics  for  each  institution.  This  legislation  solves  those  two 
problems  and  I  think  would  be  very,  very  much  in  our  interests  as  a 
division,  in  the  interests  of  the  Association,  and,  frankly,  in  the 
interests  of  our  society  at  this  particular  point  in  time.  So  1  urge  you 
to  support  it.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  and  for  your 
support  over  all  these  years.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  know  you  all  feel  as  warm  as  I  do  about  Ken  Weller. 
Maybe  you  remember  that  he  was  the  first  vice-president  Division  III 
ever  had,  and  he  so  eloquently  spoke  about  how,  and  failed  I  think,  to 
take  any  credit  that  he  had  in  shaping  our  identity,  which  he  did  so 
very  well  by  working  so  hard  in  the  early  years.  When  I  asked  him  if 
he  would  give  this  report  he  was  very  reluctant  to  do  so.  I  was  very 
insistent  because  he  was  the  genesis  of  most  of  the  legislation  that  is 
in  front  of  us  today.  And  I,  along  with  the  other  former  vice- 
presidents,  really  felt  that  Ken  never  got  a  real  big  hug  from  Division 
III  the  way  he  really  deserved  it.  If  you  feel  as  proud  as  I  do  to  be  a 
member  of  Division  III  in  our  new  identity,  please  join  me  in  giving 
Ken  a  real  hug. 

Special  CommiHee  on  Cost  Reduction 

Willard  Huyck  (University  of  the  South);  In  June  of  1989,  a 
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committee  was  told  to  consider  and  find  ways  to  cut  costs  involved 
with  intercollegiate  athletics  programs.  I  was  among  two  Division 
III  people  in  that  process.  In  a  sense  it  was  rather  lonely  because  we 
did  not  have  the  people  around  us  to  bounce  ideas  off  that  the  Division 
I  people  did.  We  also  knew  that  by  its  very  nature  any  mandated 
economies  of  this  sort  would  be  greeted  in  almost  every  quarter  with 
the  enthusiasm  that  one  meets  an  impending  root  canal.  Nevertheless, 
wc  went  ahead  and  spent  several  meetings  just  plain  looking  at  ways 
to  save  money  in  a  great  variety  of  areas.  Some  were  concerned  with 
publications.  Some  with  telephone  communications.  Some  with 
recruiting.  Some  with  travel  and  competition.  The  full  gamut  of  ways 
in  which  one  might  save  money  were  put  in  a  questionnaire  that  was 
sent  out  to  all  the  Division  III  presidents,  of  whom  211  responded  in 
detail.  There  were  some  issues  that  were  very  specific  and  talked 
about  specific  arrival  and  departure  dates,  publication  procedures, 
and  recruiting  elements.  Others  were  more  of  a  philosophical  nature. 
The  one  that  was  most  compelling  to  us  was  that  70  percent  of  the 
responding  Division  III  presidents  directed  that  we  should,  indeed, 
effect  a  cost-cutting  program  for  all  Division  III  programs.  Seventy 
percent  of  the  responding  Division  III  presidents  said  we  should  cut 
costs  significantly  in  Division  III  programs.  This  then  became  a 
clear  and  specific  mandate  with  which  we  worked  the  rest  of  the  time. 

In  order  to  try  to  run  with  some  of  the  specific  responses,  some  of 
which  seemed  either  irrelevant  to  Division  III  or  in  some  cases 
counterproductive,  we  arbitrarily  picked  out  24  Division  III  schools 
and  polled  their  ADs  about  these  cost-cutting  devices.  We  tried  to 
include  a  variety  of  schools — rich  and  poor,  large  and  small,  public 
and  private  and  with  geographical  diversity — so  we  could  get  some 
kind  of  a  mixed  feedback.  We  got  a  good  response.  So  in  this  process 
several  criteria  seemed  appropriate  to  use  as  principles  in  evaluating 
how  we  would  save  costs  in  Division  III.  Among  these  were:  First, 
that  there  is  an  extraordinary  diversity  among  Division  III.  It  is  not 
a  monolith,  but  there  are  schools  profoundly  different  in  size,  in 
resources,  in  the  focus  of  their  programs  and  in  their  athletics 
programs.  Second  was  that  participation  is  absolutely  fundamental 
to  Division  III,  Unlike  Division  1  where  this  was  not  a  major  factor, 
we  thought  this  was  crucial  and  related  to  it  a  third  point — that 
programs  should  not  suffer  substantial  damage.  In  the  interests  of 
economy  you  can  nickel  away  here  and  chisel  away  a  little  bit  there 
but  there  should  be  no  substantial  and  fundamental  damage  to  the 
programs  that  we  offer. 

Another  unique  fact  that  came  up  was  that  our  admissions  and  our 
recruiting  is  integral,  important  and  related  to  our  whole  institution; 
and  that  in  some  schools  the  recruiting  of  athletes  is  essential  to  their 
survival.  In  others,  it  is  essential  to  bringing  a  more  diverse  and 
interesting  student  body  to  the  school.  So  we  did  not  want  recruiting 
and  admissions  to  suffer  in  this  process.  We  also  had  the  unique 
problem,  unlike  Division  I,  that  in  some  cases  we  were  recruiting 
against  NAIA  people.  Things  we  did  had  to  be  considered  in  that 
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light  as  well.  We  could  not  suffer  along  that  line.  Another  element  was 
that  enforcement  seems  negligible  in  Division  III.  We  did  not  want  to 
put  in  a  lot  of  things  that  were  predicated  on  very  active  and  very 
close  scrutiny  in  enforcement.  In  a  related  area,  any  legislation 
should  be  simple,  direct  and  easy  to  monitor.  An  important  element, 
too,  was  that  remedies  should  not  be  Draconian.  The  major  problems 
that  were  faced  by  that  committee  were  properly  addressed  by  the 
Division  I  people  and  that  anything  we  do  should  be  appropriate  to 
what  our  situation  is  and  not  necessarily  for  them.  And,  last,  jt 
vseemed  to  me  another  fundamental  thing  is  that  if  we  are  told  to  save 
money,  then  we  should  save  money  in  some  significant  way  and  not 
just  let  this  be  an  exercise  of  appearances.  So  those  were  the  things 
that  we  went  ahead  with.  The  last  two  items  that  we  came  up  with 
were  to  delay  the  beginning  of  fall  practice  and  competition,  as  is 
outlined  in  the  pending  legislation.  This  would  be  for  all  sports  but  in 
slightly  different  ways. 

We  treat  football  differently  now  in  that  we  specify  the  number  of 
practices  rather  than  treating  them  as  other  sports,  so  this  was 
continued.  Football  was  reduced  somewhat,  and  that  was  in  recogni¬ 
tion  of  current  practice  and  also  the  specter  of  liability.  The  second 
major  area  was  in  reducing  competitive  schedules,  which  was 
strongly  endorsed  in  the  presidents’  poll.  We  started  out  with  about  a 
10  percent  cut  across  the  board,  which  was  modified  somewhat  by  the 
heavies.  We  knew  that  this,  too,  would  have  a  differential  impact  and 
that  schools  that  can  play  within  a  50-mile  radius  are  not  as  affected 
by  this  as  those  of  us— as  is  the  case  in  many  Division  III  leagues— 
where  you  have  to  travel  substantially.  But  between  the  two,  we 
thought  that  there  could  be  substantial  saving  of  money  for  Division 
III  schools.  It  was  with  those  things  in  mind  that  we  sent  our 
proposals  to  the  convening  authority  and  are  reflected  in  some 
elements  of  Proposal  No.  39  that  is  before  you  today.  Again,  we  were 
told  to  try  to  make  some  significant  cost  cutting,  and  we  think  we 
did.  We  wanted  to  do  this  without  doing  damage  to  the  programs,  to 
the  student  activities  and  to  the  schools  involved. 

Special  Advisory  Committee  to  Review  Recommendations 
Regarding  Distribution  of  Revenues 

Alvin  J.  Van  Wie  (College  of  Wooster):  Because  of  the  previous 
reports  by  Dave  Jacobs  and  Royce,  my  remarks  will  be  somewhat 
redundant.  I  will  make  them  brief  and  to  the  point,  but  I  think  you 
will  find  it  interesting  how  our  committee  operated. 

With  the  signing  of  the  seven-year  $l  billion  CBS  contract  to 
televise  the  Division  I  men’s  basketball  tournament,  an  advisory 
committee  was  appointed  to  discuss  and  recommend  the  distribution 
of  these  revenues.  A  13-person  committee  was  appointed.  Ten 
members  represented  Division  I.  The  structure  of  the  committee  is 
important,  especially  when  you  know  what  the  results  are.  There  was 
one  representative  from  Division  II  and  Judy  Sweet,  and  A)  Van  Wie 
from  Division  III.  I  would  like  to  say  something  about  Judy  Sweet, 
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who  chaired  the  committee^  I  Relieve  the 

committee  would  agree  wrt  task.  When  you  ask  this 

manrershlp  how  woodwor^r 

TaU, "oick  JSgto on'how^this  ffntnctal 

membership  to  share  its  ^  and  intercollegiate  athletics. 

bc.antshouMbesl^rvetheA^t»na^^^^^^  S 

We  received  over  dOU  pieces  ^  hearing.  At  our 

reviewed.  J udy  insisted  that  P ,  nrinciples  on  which  we  would 

first  meeting  we  attempted  toes  g  l^hey  are  two  very 

operate.  I  only  want 

importantones_Na  l,wc  felt^^  discuSed  each  of  the  subm, tied 
minded  and  ilexinle  teio  imnortant  to  Division  III. 

proposals  The  second  one  was  the 

The  second  principle  said  ‘'’"  %.j  .in,portant  because  there 

distribution,  althou^  not  equa  and  I  believe  still 

were  individuals  in  Irhpf^  ^^^eraM^venues  and  should 

do.  that  these  revenues  were  oX  I  think  that  U 

be  distributed  equally  ^Jtnnatelv  after  lengthy,  sometimes 

a  fact.  That  is  a  fact  of  life.  ^“rtun^S.  H™ce  we  went  forward, 
heated  discussions,  this  idea  d  February  we  held  forums 

After  numerous  meetings  in  ““  f,f^eld  an  open  forum  at 

across  the  country.  Div«ionI^^andD.™^ 

Marco  Island  at  our  N AC  Patastronhic  insurance 

macted  to  what  the  1“ 

for  all  division  members,  for  7  Se  we  said  that  all 

was  one  of  the  first  P  J®  some  of  you  know.  I 

championships  should  vears  that  it^was  the  responsibility  of 

have  felt  very  strongly  over  the  years  that  n  was 

this  Association  to  Lampionships^ 

the  Association  ^nded  h  ^  order  to  continue  to  fund 

Five  years  ago,  the  ^  ’$500  for  each  championship 

championships  assessed  ^  Also,  five 

participation.  ^  W  that  ass^s^mc 

years  ago  the  block  grant  cam  championships  were 

surplus  and  that  irntated  ma,^  of  ««  of  Revenue 

being  funded  out  of  surplus.  W  Executive  Committee,  trans¬ 

proposal,  which  has  gone  through  the  Exec^ive^uo.^^ 

povtation  and  a  $60-^day  per  j^ions  were  not  accepted, 

Ke  budget.  Although  all 

tJnfhU  pr^ 

Financial  Aid  ,  • 

Mr.  Carzo:  We  m^mfnrafS  directly  or 

that  you  have  heard  this  mor  g  ^g^what  to  do  by  your 

iro"dence  communications  to  the  steering  commit- 
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tee.  One  of  the  things  that  came  through  quite  clearly  this  year  is  that 
there  is  a  lot  of  confusion  about  financial  aid  awards.  We  felt  we  would 
just  take  a  couple  minutes  to  let  Nancy  Mitchell  of  the  NCAA  office 
staff  bring  some  clarity  to  this  issue. 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (NCAA):  I  call  your  attention  to  one  of  the 
beige-colored  sheets  that  was  at  the  end  of  the  table  when  you  arrived 
this  morning.  It  is  entitled  Division  III  Financial  Aid-Awards  That 
Can  Be  Provided  Beyond  a  Student-Athlete's  Need.  This  along  with 
an  application  form  for  nonathletics  achievement  awards  was  mailed 
October  17  of  1989  to  all  financial  aid  directors  at  Division  III 
member  institutions.  My  purpose  here  today,  as  Rocky  indicated,  is  to 
attempt  to  briefly  summarize  the  information  contained  in  this 
handout.  Hopefully,  I  can  answer  any  questions  you  might  have.  If 
there  arc  any  concerns,  you  can  direct  them  to  the  members  of  the 
steering  committee. 

First,  please  note  the  opening  paragraph  of  this  handout.  It 
indicates  that  the  general  principle  governing  Division  III  financial 
aid  is  that  a  student- athlete  may  receive  financial  aid  from  the 
institution  as  long  as  the  aid  is  not  based  in  any  way  on  athletics 
ability  or  participation  and  the  aid  is  within  the  student-athlete’s 
need.  You  may,  however,  award  a  student-athlete  with  aid  that  goes 
beyond  need,  of  course,  as  long  as  it  is  not  based  on  athletics  ability 
or  participation  if  it  falls  within  one  of  the  three  categories.  Those 
three  categories  are  numbered  on  this  sheet.  We  have  academic  honor 
awards,  the  criteria  for  which  are  very  specific  and  I  think  fairly  well 
laid  out.  Those  require  no  Council  approval,  no  steering  committee 
approval.  You  simply  can  award  them  if  they  meet  these  criteria.  You 
don’t  need  to  worry  about  it  if  it  goes  beyond  a  student-athlete’s  need. 

The  second  category  is  awards  of  circumstance.  Awards  of  circum¬ 
stance  do  have  to  be  approved  by  the  Council  and  by  the  steering 
committee.  However,  there  is  no  formal  application  process,  simply  a 
letter  with  a  copy  of  a  page  out  of  the  catalog  describing  the  award. 
An  award  of  circumstance  is  one  that  is  automatically  provided  to 
any  student  who  meets  certain  objective  criteria.  Those  criteria  will 
be  different,  obviously,  among  the  awards.  The  easiest  example  of  an 
award  of  circumstance  is  one  where,  for  instance,  you  would  have  all 
dependent  children  of  Lutheran  ministers  receiving  a  certain 
amount  of  money.  Anyone  who  meets  that  criteria  will  receive  the 
award  and  they  will  receive  the  same  amount  of  money.  It  is  not  a 
competitive  award.  It  is  not  something  where  you  choose  among 
different  people.  Anyone  that  is  a  dependent  child  of  a  Lutheran 
minister  will  receive  that  award. 

The  third  category  is  a  non  athletics  achievement  award.  As  you  all 
know,  that  is  a  new  category.  And  that  is  one  that  has  caused 
considerable  confusion  as  to  what  it  really  means.  The  purpose  of 
putting  the  nonathletics  achievement  award  in  the  legislation  was 
that  the  steering  committee  felt  that  it  was  important  to  allow  an 
award  for  your  best  art  or  music  student  a  competitive  award  that  is 
administered  by  an  academic  department  of  the  institution.  It  was  to 
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allow  a  student-athlete  to  receive  that  type  even  if  it  go  s 

beyond  the  student-athlete’s  need.  It  was  not,  I  don  t  believe,  ‘^tended 
to  be  a  catchall  for  everything  that  is  not  an  award  of  circumstan 
or  an  academic  honor  award.  I  know  that  it  is  not  as  clear  as  it  could 
be  but  that  was  the  intent  of  the  steering  conrimiUee  in  proposing 
nonathletics  achievement  awards.  They  do  require  Council 
Not  only  do  they  require  Council  approval,  there  is  a  specific  form 
that  you  need  to  use.  You  need  to  list  the  awards  and  to  have  t^he 
Siancial  aid  director  sign  and  attach  a  copy  of 
describes  the  award.  We  have  gotten  a  few  questions  like:  Why  don  t 
you  have  to  have  a  form  for  an  award  of  circumstance,  but  you  do  tor 
the  nonathletics  achievement  award?”  The  nonathletics  achievement 
award  is  new  and  1  don’t  think  is  as  well  understood  an  award  ot 
circumstance.  I  think  the  steering  committee  felt  it  would  be  helpful 
to  have  a  form  that  someone  actually  has  to  sign  off  on. 

The  steering  committee  has  been  working  over  the  last  six  or  seven 
months  to  figure  out  an  efficient  way  of  processing  these  awards.  But 
we  received  a  number  of  requests,  and  I  believe  in  the  pre-Convention 
Council  meeting  that  the  steering  committee  did  come  up  with  what 
it  believes  to  be  an  efficient  way  of  processing  these.  We  hope  t 
works.  So  if  you  sent  in  applications  for  approval^,  hopefully,  you  will 
be  hearing  back  within  the  very  near  future,  because  I  think  the 
committee  has  worked  out  a  system  that  should  get  us  through. 

But  just  to  summarize,  the  only  time  you  can  award  a  student- 
athlete  with  aid  that  takes  that  student-athlete  beyond  need  is  if  it 
falls  within  one  of  these  three  categories,  and,  obviously,  none  of  them 
can  be  related  to  athletics  ability  or  participation.  I  tried  to  make  it 
sound  simple.  I  probably  did  not.  I  know  it  is  not  a  simple  area.  If  you 
have  any  questions,  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  them.  If  you  have 
concerns,  if  you  want  to  know  why  the  steenng  committee  did 
something,  I  would  hope  that  the  steering  committees  involved  would 
attempt  to  answer  those  questions.  Anybody  have  anything.  If  you 
do  have  questions,  I  will  be  available  throughout  the  Convention. 

WAIVERS  ,  ,  . 

/NOTE-  The  Division  III  business  session  heard  petitions  for 

uioivers  of  Division  III  membership  criterui  from  T>efi^ce  College 
Fonthonne  College.  State  University  of  New  York  College  at  Old 
Westbury  and  Wiley  College.  The  petitions  were  approved.} 

Nominating  Committee  l  ; 

(NOTE:  The  slate  for  Division  III  representatives  to  the  Council 
was  presented  and  approved.] 

DIVISION  MI  FORUM  ^  .  ,. 

Mr.  Carzo:  There  are  three  general  categones  of  concern  that  have 
been  expressed  by  you  throughout  the  year  and  are  manifested  in 
some  of  the  legislation  that  is  coming  before  you,  and  that  is  why  we 
decided  to  have  the  topics  that  we  did.  One  is  with  regard  to  the 
transference  issue,  the  other  is  the  playing  and  practice  season,  and 
the  third  is  the  changes  in  playing  rules  and  whether  or  not  they 
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should  be  different  by  divisional  status.  To  handle  the  first  concern 
and  to  discuss  this  issue  about  transfers  in  Division  III,  I  would  like 
to  introduce  to  you  Dolores  A.  Bogard  from  Cortland  State  University 
Associate  Athletics  Director. 

Transfer  Issues 

,  A.  Bogard  (Cortland  State  University  College):  I  know 

that  some  of  you  are  opposed  to  regulation,  but  it  has  been  said  many 
times  at  this  Convention,  if  we  don’t  do  it,  it  will  be  done  to  us.  So  I  am 
going  to  speak  in  favor  of  more  stringent  transfer  rules.  This  is 
represented  by  Proposal  Nos.  75  and  76.  I  am  going  to  support 
tightening  of  the  transfer  rule  primarily  on  the  basis  of  fairness, 
r  airness  is  something  that  is  of  concern  to  all  of  us  in  athletics.  The 

based  on  several  reasons.  I  have  six  of  them  and 
all  oi  them  are  related  to  fairness. 

First,  more  stringent  transfer  rules  will  more  clearly  and  consist¬ 
ently  put  Division  III  on  par  with  Divisions  1  and  II  with  regard  to 
transfers.  Second,  by  not  allowing  our  student-athletes  to  play 
irnmediately,  we  will  encourage  them  to  put  more  thought  into  their 
educational  as  well  as  their  athletics  goals.  Education  might  become 
more  a  focal  point  in  their  college  selection.  Third,  our  Division  HI 
schools  have  as  demanding  academic  programs  as  Division  I  and  II, 
it  not  more  so,  and  tightening  our  transfer  regulations  will  force  all 
ot  us  to  pay  more  attention  to  those  academics  and  will  allow  the 
transfer  student-athletes  to  focus  on  their  academics 
Four,  with  a  marginally  recruited  Division  I  athlete,  it  can  be  a 
positive  recruiting  tool.  It  can  be  pointed  out  to  prospective  student- 
athletes  that  they  may  not  make  a  Division  I  team  or  they  may  sit  on 
the  bench  and  they  may  make  a  Division  III  team  and  get  more 
playing  time.  If  they  try  at  Division  I  and  fail,  they  will  lose  at  least 
a  semester  when  they  transfer.  This  will  focus  their  attention  on  what 
IS  important  in  their  lives.  Tighter  rules  are  more  fair  to  those  who 
selected  Division  III  institutions  in  the  first  place.  It  does  not  allow 
them  to  be  bumped  by  a  midseason  transfer. 

And,  last  and  maybe  not  least,  it  would  prevent  rating  by  overeaeer 
coaches.  In  our  small  Division  Ill  conferences,  one  or  two  players  can 
change  the  balance  of  a  conference  between  semesters.  Not  allowing 
transfer  will  maintain  the  integrity  of  our  conference  programs  We 
have  to  remember  if  education  is  our  goal,  it  can  be  achieved  without 
allowing  midyear  transfers  to  play. 

If  serving  the  best  interests  of  the  student-athlete  is  our  goal  then 
asking  them  to  give  serious  thought  to  their  academic  goals  and 
allowing  them  time  to  make  an  academic  adjustment  before  they  join 
e  team  is  in  their  best  interests.  And  by  requiring  transfers  to  sit 
out  a  year  it  will  encourage  the  development  of  responsibility  and 
commitment  in  our  Division  III  student-athletes. 

Rich  Agness  (Lawrence  University):  You  know  what  is  one  of  the 
greatest  things  about  Division  III?  One  of  the  great  things  about  our 
division,  perhaps,  is  the  fact  that  we  can  best  speak  not  about  rules 
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and  regulations,  penalties  and  punishments,  but  about  principles 
and  premises  of  higher  education,  of  which  our  athletics  programs 
are  a  part.  Keeping  our  transfer  rule  liberal,  that  is  to  say,  consistent 
with  Division  Ill  philosophy,  is  merely  a  decision  based  on  funda¬ 
mental  principles.  And  clear  principles  make  decision-making  easy. 

In  speaking  on  this  issue,  I  am  not  suggesting  I  can  represent  a 
division  as  unique  and  diverse  as  ours.  Although  I  do  presume  to 
speak  from  the  perspective  of  Division  III,  which  is  unique  and 
allows  for  diversity  among  us.  And  the  first  point  to  be  made  is  clearly 
straightforward.  Intercollegiate  athletics  do  not  exist  without  colle¬ 
giate  institutions.  Athletes  do  not  exist  apart  from  students.  Student- 
athletes  are  just  that— students  who  participate  in  athletics  as  a  part 
of,  not  a  reason  for,  their  undergraduate  education.  And  the  most 
effective  way  to  assert  and  sustain  that  principle  is  to  not  put  in  place 
transfer  rules  that  would  treat  our  athletes  different  from  other 
students.  To  do  so  is  inappropriate  and  philosophically  flawed. 

The  second  point  follows  the  first  and  is  a  matter  of  consistency. 
Our  current  transfer  rule  is  liberal,  but,  more  importantly,  it  represents 
our  commitment  to  individual  institutional  autonomy,  our  belief  that 
deregulation  is  better  than  regulation.  For  those  of  us  in  Division  III 
who  are  members  as  a  matter  of  principle  rather  than  convenience, 
the  assertions  made  here  have  meaning  and  force.  It  is  precisely  our 
philosophy  that  separates  us  from  the  other  divisions. 

One  aspect  that  separates  us  from  Division  I  was  made  clear  in 
Dick  Schultz’s  State  of  the  Association  address.  He  prescribed  a  dose 
of  Division  III  philosophy  as  a  cure  for  some  of  the  Division  I  ills.  If 
Division  III  philosophy  can  serve  as  a  path  Division  I  can  follow  to 
find  itself,  then  embracing  our  fundamental  beliefs  not  only  preserves 
our  unique  and  diverse  qualities,  it  maintains  a  prescription  for 
common  sense  within  our  entire  Association.  l.et’s  not  liken  ourselves 
to  Division  I  by  creating  paper  hoops  to  jump  through  or  institute 
rules  requiring  us  to  seek  interpretations,  waivers  and  exceptions. 
Let’s  not  create  regulations  that  tar  everyone  with  the  same  brush. 
Let’s  not  sell  our  souls.  As  we  move  to  ensure  the  well-being  of  our 
institutions  and  of  our  students,  the  challenge  before  us  on  the  issue 
of  transfer  eligibility  is  to  keep  our  eyes  open  and  not  lose  sight  of  our 
Division  III  philosophy.  With  goodwill,  patience,  persistence  and 
clear  principles  in  mind,  the  decisions  before  us  will  be  easy.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you,  Rich  and  Dolores.  At  this  point,  you  may 
respond  to  either  person  or  generally  address  the  assembly. 

Alvin  J.  Van  Wie  (College  of  Wooster):  As  an  individual  who  took 
a  leadership  in  liberalizing  the  transfer  rule  last  year,  we  eliminated 
about  2V‘i  pages  in  our  Manual  of  whereases,  ifs,  exceptions,  waivers, 
et  cetera.  I  have  heard  many  eloquent  talks  on  this  floor  in  the  last 
several  years  that  a  Division  III  student-athlete  is  a  member  of  the 
student  body.  There  are  no  exceptions  in  financial  aid,  classes, 
housing  or  anything,  but  now  we  come  along  and  say  let’s  make  a 
couple  of  hoops.  We  make  assumptions  that  all  athletes  that  transfer 
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are  from  Division  I.  That  is  not  true.  That  all  athletes  from  Division 
I  are  dumb.  That  is  not  true.  Let’s  treat  our  students  as  students,  and 
let’s  be  consistent  in  our  philosophy. 

Linda  C.  Hackett  (Smith  College):  I  would  certainly  echo 
everything  A1  said.  I  would  only  like  to  ask  what  the  Presidents 
Commission’s  stand  is  on  No.  27.  They  have  made  it  clear  to  many  of 
the  delegates  who  received  their  blurbs  each  day  that  they  do  not 
favor  No.  75  and  No.  76,  as  many  of  us  do  not.  It  is  my  hope  that  the 
Presidents  Commission  will  actually  make  their  wishes  known  that 
No.  27  is  also  very  poor. 

Robert  E.  Peck  (Williams  College):  I  think  we  all  feel  that  an 
impact  player  that  might  transfer  in,  say,  basketball  in  midsemester 
and  sort  of  change  things  around  is  not  a  healthy  situation.  But  I  am 
not  really  aware  of  how  widespread  this  practice  is.  There  is  obviously 
one  conference  that  feels  strongly  about  it.  Is  there  any  background 
material  or  any  statistics  or  any  general  feelings  that  could  help  us 
understand  how  widespread  this  practice  is?  I  know  in  our  conference 
it  is  a  nonissue,  and  it  may  be  a  major  issue.  If  it  is  a  couple  of 
situations,  I  think  then  I  would  go  with  keeping  the  rule  the  way  we 
have  it.  If  it  is  a  widespread  abuse  that  is  taking  place,  then  I  could  see 
the  need  for  some  change  in  legislation.  Is  there  any  background 
material  that  you  could  give  us  on  this  kind  of  practice? 

Ms.  Bogard:  I  just  have  some  very  limited  background  information, 
which  primarily  comes  from  the  conference  that  instituted  Proposal 
No.  75;  and  there  have  been — how  can  I  say?  A  number.  There  have 
been  more  than  two  reports  of  transfers  at  midseason  who  signifi¬ 
cantly  changed  the  outcome  of  the  conference  championship  in  the 
sports  of  basketball  and/ or  ice  hockey.  So  it  is  not  a  common  practice, 
but  it  is  there  and  it  does  occur.  Tightening  up  the  legislation  would 
prevent  it  from  happening  at  all.  Because  it  has  not  happened  up  to 
this  point  in  multitudes  does  not  mean  it  is  not  going  to  happen  in  the 
future,  and  it  is  the  future  that  we  are  looking  for  in  this  (Convention. 

Anthony  L.  La  Seal  a  (Illinois  Benedictine  College):  If  it  is  not 
really  widespread,  why  does  not  that  conference  impose  some 
regulations? 

Mr.  Agness:  I  think  the  suggestion  that  "Ibny  made  is  excellent.  I 
think  in  all  of  our  conferences  we  have  the  ability  to  regulate  the  way 
in  which  we  level  the  fields. 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  am  sure  you  are  aware  that  the  purpose  of  this  forum 
is  to  really  have  a  philosophical  discussion  rather  than  introducing 
legislation  and  voting  on  legislation  at  this  time.  One  of  the  reasons 
we  think  that  is  imjjortant  is  so  that  our  job  tomorrow  will  be  much 
more  specific  when  it  comes  to  voting.  We  will  have  some  base  of 
understanding  other  than  the  limited  rationale  that  is  listed  in  the 
book.  Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  discuss  or  comment  on 
the  transfer  issue? 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  I  would 
like  to  echo  what  A1  Van  Wie  from  College  of  Wooster  mentioned.  lam 
not  as  concerned  about  those  individuals  that  do  happen  to  transfer. 
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If  they  have  an  impact,  they  have  an  impact.  But  they  are  students, 
and  hopefully  they  are  transferring  for  the  right  reasons.  If  somebody 
is  transferring  because  they  feel  the  need  to  move  to  a  different 
college,  to  take  a  different  academic  major  and  they  happen  to  be  an 
athlete,  that  is  just  part  of  the  way  the  process  works.  If  you  are  a 
school  that  a  person  transfers  to,  then  you  are  a  beneficiary.  If  you  are 
a  school  the  person  transfers  away  from,  then  you  have  suffered  a 
loss.  Over  a  period  of  time  there  will  be  pluses  and  minuses.  If  we  are 
treating  the  athletes  as  students  first,  those  will  tend  to  be  wiped  out 
at  the  end  and  nobody  will  gain  or  lose  in  any  great  amount.  I  would 
echo  what  was  just  said  before.  Any  conference  is  certainly  entitled 
to  put  together  legislation  that  will  govern  transfers  within  their  own 
grouping.  I  would  rather  have  that  done  than  impose  upon  the  total 
membership  something  that  at  this  point  is  not  needed. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  respond?  You 
have  heard  arguments  for  making  it  more  stringent,  keeping  it 
liberal  and  making  it  more  stringent  by  conference.  There  are  three 
options  available.  No  one  else  cares  to  respond.  I  will  thank  our 
participants  for  taking  the  time  and  making  the  preparation  for 
being  here.  Thank  you  very  much,  Rich  and  Dolores.  u 

The  next  topic  that  we  have  chosen  and  has  had  quite  a  bit  of 
interest  throughout  the  year  is  the  playing  and  practice  seasons 
problems  that  we  have  in  Division  III.  I  have  asked  John  Biddiscombe 
from  Wesleyan  University  and  Frank  Mach  from  the  University  of 
St.  Thomas  to  speak  on  that  issue. 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons 

John  S.  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan, University):  1  have  been  invited 
to  speak  in  support  of  changing  the  starting  dates  for  playing  and 
practice  seasons.  This  change  would  limit  Division  III  practice  and 
play  to  the  traditional  season.  Many  of  my  comments  are  relevant  to 
the  essence  of  Resolution  No.  117,  which  will  be  part  of  the  legislation 
brought  before  this  body. 

I  represent  one  of  the  institutions  that  is  sponsoring  this  resolution. 
My  institution  is  a  member  of  a  conference  that  regulates  starting 
dates  more  conservatively  than  the  current  legislation  and  generally 
does  not  permit  practice  or  competition  during  the  non  traditional 
season.  Why  would  you  as  a  delegate  and  administrator  from  a 
Division  III  institution  that  sponsors  a  broad-based  program  be 
interested  in  establishing  common  starting  dates  for  playing  and 
practice  seasons?  If  you  represent  an  institution  that  places  its 
primary  emphasis  on  inseason  competition  and  conference  play  and 
if  your  programs  are  not  a  training  ground  for  international  compe¬ 
tition  or  if  your  institution  believes  that  your  student-athletes  need 
adequate  time  for  academic,  extracurricular  and  social  activities, 
which  are  often  infringed  upon  by  extensive  offseason  training,  and 
if  your  institution  believes  that  your  athletics  facilities  are  to  be  used 
by  a  vvidc  variety  of  campus  constituents,  including  those  involved  in 
intramural,  recreational,  club  and  intercollegiate  programs,  especially 
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if  your  facilities  are  overcrowded  with  students,  faculty  and  staff  who 
are  anxious  to  be  involved  in  a  variety  of  fitness  and  recreational 
activities,  which  often  are  offered  from  early  morning  until  late  in 
the  evening,  then  your  institution  is  sensitive  to  the  need  for  having 
common  starting  dates  for  practice  and  playing  seasons.  Also,  you 
might  be  in  favor  of  this  legislation  or  in  favor  of  a  legislative  concept 
if  your  athletics  budget  is  affected  by  shrinking  institutional  resour¬ 
ces. 

And  finally,  if  your  institution  truly  supports  the  multiple  sport 
athlete,  then  you  are  an  institution  that  can  philosophically  align 
with  the  concept  of  a  traditional  season  only.  In  listing  the  reasons 
for  common  starting  dates  I  intentionally  did  not  mention  the 
resource  that  is  most  affected  by  this  concept.  That  is  the  human 
resource.  A  distinct  separation  of  seasons  allows  for  multiple  support 
coaching  that  is  free  from  significant  conflict.  It  eases  the  pressure 
on  the  coach  to  conduct  elaborate  out-of-season  programs  and 
encourages  professional  travel,  interaction  with  colleagues  and 
involvement  in  campus  activities  and  issues. 

In  concluding  my  comments,  I  want  to  refer  to  the  Division  III 
statement  of  philosophy.  The  statement  indicates  that  Division  III 
programs  are  characterized  by  maximum  participation  in  a  number 
and  variety  of  athletics  opportunities  and  that  the  primary  emphasis 
IS  given  to  inseason  competition.  By  limiting  practice  and  competition 
to  the  traditional  season,  clarity  and  easily-managed  regulation  is 
provided,  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  in  the  spirit  of  deregulation. 

I  would  certainly  be  interested  and  pleased  to  answer  questions 
about  Resolution  No.  1 1 7. 1  think  that  it  is  important  to  note  that  this 
resolution  really,  in  essence,  calls  for  Council  study  of  the  proposal  so 
that  a  workable  solution  to  the  elimination  of  the  nontraditional 
season  can  be  brought  about  and  gain  your  endorsement. 

Frank  Mach  [University  of  St.  Thomas  (Minnesota)]:  First  of  all, 
I  want  to  explain  to  my  Minnesota  colleagues  what  I  am  doing  trying 
to  defend  the  expansion  of  sport  seasons.  T  will  tell  you  how  it 
happened.  I  am  in  the  office  one  morning  working  on  a  course  outline 
for  a  class  I  am  going  to  teach  next  semester  like  most  acamedicians 
should  be  doing  at  this  time.  T  get  this  call.  This  guy  says,  “I  am 
Rocky  Carzo,  and  I  would  like  you  to  make  a  presentation  at  the 
NCAA  meeting.”  I  said,  “What  on?”  He  said,  “We  are  having  trouble 
getting  somebody  to  take  this  topic,  and  a  lot  of  times  we  get  the  guys 
out  West  involved.”  So  I  said,  “Well,  what  is  the  topic?”  He  said,  “We 
would  like  you  to  talk  about  expanding  seasons.”  I  said,  “Rocco,  I 
would  rather  try  to  defend  the  devil.  Besides,  there  is  2,000  miles  of 
West  between  me  and  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  good  luck.  Sorry.” 

Unfortunately,  I  get  called  back  a  half  hour  later,  and  I  heard  this 
voice  say,  “Frank,  this  is  Piocco.”  I  got  this  offer  I  could  not  refuse.  So 
here  I  am,  knees  shaking,  trying  to  support  the  expansion  of  seasons 
in  the  NCAA.  Before  I  get  to  my  goals  here,  the  purpose,  I  would  like 
to  tell  you  a  little  bit  about  a  recurring  dream  I  have.  I  bet  a  lot  of  you 
have  had  the  same  dream.  I  get  this  dream  that  Dick  Schultz  calls  me 
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up,  and  says,  “Frank  Mach,  you  have  been  selected  to  rewrite  the 
Division  HI  Manual.  It  sounds  kind  of  difficult  but  1  want  you  to  take 
a  piece  of  paper  and  pencil,  and  1  want  you  to  write  down  everything 
that  needs  to  be  done  to  manage  Division  III  very  well  at  the  national 
level  I  have  only  one  restriction  I  am  going  to  place  on  you.  You 
cannot  use  both  sides  of  the  paper.”  1  got  kind  of  excited  about  that 
concept  and  said,  “Great,  I  will  Fax  it  to  you  in  the  morning.  Then 
it  turns  into  a  nightmare.  I  see  the  headlines  in  The  NCAA  News 
saying  Schultz  has  Mach  doing  this  presentation,  and  I  cannot  find 
the  damn  Fax  number.  So  I  am  up  there  frustrated,  and  the 
nightmare  turns  into  it  and  I  wake  up  and  it  was  only  a  dream. 

Anyway,  in  attempting  to  justify  expanded  seasons,  I  am  going  to 
pass  a  few  comments  to  you  to  think  about.  I  am  not  going  to  try  to 
expand  on  them  at  this  point.  We  will  do  that  during  the  discussion. 
One  other  thing  I  should  say.  This  will  help  you  a  lot  in  understanding 
where  1  am  coming  from.  I  have  been  in  this  business  for  23  years.  I 
started  at  St.  Thomas  when  we  were  an  NAIA  school.  Then  we 
became  a  college  division  NCAA  school.  Then  for  a  while  we  were 
both.  Then  we  became  an  AIAW  school.  After  a  while  we  were  all 
three.  Now  we  are  a  Division  III  school.  I  am  telling  you  this  not  so 
much  to  make  you  understand — or  try  to  establish  credibility  as  to 
tell  you  I  think  I  hold  the  modern  record  for  champion  of  the  most 
losing  causes  in  a  23-year  career.  So  this  may  add  to  my  record. 

I  think  we  have  a  great  Division  III  philosophy.  I  was  there  in  the 
years  that  Dr.  Weller  mentioned.  I  was  a  part  of  that.  I  did  a  lot  of 
listening,  not  much  talking,  but  it  all  made  good  sense  to  me.  The 
only  problem  is  it  came  along  a  little  late.  It  came  along  after  we  were 
already  mired  in  excessive  legislation.  And  it  has  been  convoluted 
from  time  to  time  to  justify  a  lot  of  things,  not  the  least  of  which 
might  be  what  I  consider  discrimination  against  athletes  in  financial 
aid.  One  man’s  opinion.  We  have  kind  of  put  the  cart  before  the  horse. 
You  think  back  to  your  school  administration  days.  They  talked  about 
how  your  policy  should  be  based  on  principles  and  grow  out  of  a  sound 
philosophy.  I  think  that  is  really —if  I  got  a  chance  to  rewrite  that— 
is  where  we  would  start-  We  would  start  with  the  philosophy.  We 
would  attach  some  principles  on  which  we  operated,  and  we  would 
keep  those  policies  or  operational  rules  down  to  a  minimum.  I  see 
another  problem  with  the  current  seasonal  limitation  legislation.  It  is 
founded  on  three  false  premises.  I  don’t  remember  much  about  my 
logic  class.  I  took  it  when  I  was  a  freshman  in  college.  That  was  a  few 
years  ago.  I  do  remember  one  concept,  and  that  is  that  if  your 
conclusions  and  supplemental  actions  are  based  on  false  premises,  it 
is  not  going  to  work  very  well.  What  we  have,  as  I  see  it,  are  three  false 
premises.  We  have  the  premise  that  equality  in  sports  can  be 
legislated  at  the  national  level.  We  have  the  premise  that  all  sports 
should  be  treated  equally,  and  we  have  the  premise  that  national 
championship  participation  is  everybody’s  ideal  goal.  I  think  those 
three  principles  are  false  premises  to  a  lot  of  us. 

Now,  let’s  examine  each  one  very  briefly.  Equality  of  sports  can  be 
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legislated  at  the  national  level.  Some  time  ago  I  came  across  a  book 
entitled  “Recruiting  Aid”  by  John  Rooney,  a  geographer  from 
Oklahoma  State  University  who  has  taken  a  great  deal  of  interest  in 
sports.  In  1972  and  again  in  1976  he  did  a  study  of  which  states 
produced  football  and  basketball  players  and  which  were  the 
consuming  states.  I  was  not  surprised  to  find  that  Pennsylvania 
leads  the  nation  in  supplying  Division  I  football  players.  It  produces 
216  percent  of  its  need.  Now  where  do  those  guys  go?  Some  go  out  of 
state  and  some  trickle  down  to  Divisions  II  and  III.  Is  it  any  great 
wonder  that  two  Division  III  schools  in  Pennsylvania  played  for  the 
national  championship  this  fall?  I  think  not.  I  think  that  demogra¬ 
phics  dictate  a  lot  of  what  w’e  are  trying  to  legislate.  I  will  carry  it  a 
little  further.  Florida  has  205  percent  of  its  need.  Of  course,  that  is 
Division  III  schools.  Illinois,  180  percent.  How  many  Illinois  .schools 
do  we  have  in  Division  III  finals  in  the  last  two  years?  Same  one. 
Ohio  was  up  there  with  167  percent,  and  here  is  Minnesota  with  85. 
We  supply  85  percent  of  our  Division  I  needs  in  Minnesota  football 
and  that  is  with  one  program.  There  is  not  a  hell  of  a  lot  of  trickle- 
down  left  there,  I  will  tell  you  that.  So  if  the  day  comes  when  we  have 
two  Minnesota  schools  play  in  the  national  championship  of  football, 
that  is  the  time  to  start  taking  a  serious  look  at  the  financial  aid 
policies.  Basketball  is  not  too  much  different.  New  York  leads  the 
nation,  providing  209  percent.  Illinois  follows  with  201  percent. 
Minnesota  provides  67  percent  with  Division  1. 1  think  they  are  even 
less  than  that.  The  point  I  am  making  is  that  demographics  have  a  lot 
more  to  do  with  what  happens  in  Division  HI  than  the  regulations. 
The  proposed  legislation  of  three  absolute  starting  dates  for  practice, 
1  think  is  what  he  was  referring  to,  doesn’t  lead  to  equality.  When  I 
was  coaching  baseball  in  California  we  started  February  1  outside 
and  never  went  inside.  We  are  lucky  if  we  get  outside  by  April  1  in 
Minnesota.  You  cannot  legislate  that  equality. 

Second  premise:  All  sports  should  be  treated  equally.  All  sports 
simply  are  not  alike.  That  is  why  people  play  different  sports.  Some 
sports  impact  its  own  program  more  profoundly  than  others  due  to 
space,  cost  and  coaching  needs.  Different  geographic  finals  should  be 
acknowledged.  If  a  kid  lives  in  the  Sun  Belt,  let  him  play  tennis.  Let 
him  play  golf.  Maybe  that  attracted  him  down  there.  Ijet’s  let  it  be. 

My  third  false  premise  is  that  national  championship  participation 
is  an  ideal  goal.  This  one  really  bugs  the  heck  out  of  me.  Because  of 
this  premise,  we  have  attempted  equalized  competition  at  the 
national  level.  And  we  have  made  it  the  driving  force  behind  all 
legislation  we  argue  here  in  these  meetings. 

The  result  is  a  Manual  for  Division  III  which  I  would  define — here 
is  my  definition  of  the  Manual  for  Division  III;  you  may  want  to  take 
notes  on  this,  but  this  is  my  definition.  It  is  going  to  be  hard  to 
understand.  You  have  to  go  back  over  it  a  time  or  two.  I  would  say  that 
the  Division  III  Manual  has  become  a  compilation  of  imperceptive 
over  reactions  by  the  many  to  the  perceived  wrongdoings  alleged  by 
the  few,  resulting  in  illogical  restriction  of  what  would  otherwise 
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seem  to  be  logical  activities  of  scholar  athletes.  Now  what  I  mean  by 
imperceptive  is  that  we  hear  these  things  proposed  and  we  don  t  look 
far  enough  to  see  the  long-range  ramifications.  You  say,  Okay,  that 
sounds  good.”  Then  we  vote  it  in.  Some  time  down  the  road,  we  get  rid 
of  it  Overreactions.  My  God,  it  is  overreaction  for  this  body  to  try  to 
resolve  the  problems  of  whatever  conference  that  is  having  some 
problem  with  transfer  students.  I  mean  deal  with  it  where  it  hurts. 
Don’t  hurt  the  rest  of  us.  I  will  give  you  a  lot  of  examples.  It  is  a  real 
paradox  to  me  as  much  as  we  try  to  do  the  right  thing  that  we  so  often 
end  up  doing  the  wrong  thing  with  regard  to  our  scholar-amletes. 

I  have  a  situation  right  now.  We  have  a  young  lady  that  has  been 
honored  by  being  named  to  the  soccer  all-America  team  She  has 
been  invited  to  go  back  to  wherever  that  is  being  held.  We  would 
surely  like  to  send  her,  but  we  are  not  sure  whether  we  can.  So  rriday 
when  I  was  getting  ready  to  leave  I  asked  our  associate  athletic 
director  to  please  check  on  it.  We  called  the  NCAA.  Of  course,  they 
were  in  one  of  their  staff  meetings.  I  understand  why  they  have  to 
have  them.  So  I  had  to  leave  before  the  results  could  be  determined,  bo 
she  stayed  on  the  line  and  finally  got  somebody  in  the  afternoon  who 
could  not  answer  the  question:  “Is  it  okay  for  a  school  to  pay  for  a 
student-athlete  to  go  receive  an  honor  from  some  organizatmn.  1 
called  the  organization.  He  could  not  tell  me  either.  I  said,  lhat  is 
just  like  a  soccer  coach.”  So  anyway,  we  did  not  know  what  to  do.  And 
if  you  ask  me  what  we  did,  I  will  take  the  Fifth  Amendment.  My 
solution  would  be  to  kindle  the  spirit  of  the  Division  HI  philosophy 
statement,  not  rekindle.  I  don’t  think  we  ever  really  caught  the  flame. 

I  think  we  really  need  to  take  a  hard  look  at  that  as  a  startmg  point. 

Secondly,  what  I  would  like  to  see  proposed  is  a  national  champion¬ 
ship  date  for  each  sport.  And  finally,  no  intercollegiate  competition 
between  the  date  of  the  national  championship  and  the  starting  dat^ 
of  that  sport.  I  think  that  is  really  all  we  need.  I  would  use  the  spmt 
of  the  philosophy  statement  to  establish  consistent  principles  and  let 
those  principles  form  the  basis  for  very  few  logical  operatioiml 
policies.  I  am  going  to  shut  up.  This  is  my  first  chance  in  24  years.  Do 
you  think  I  am  going  to  come  up  and  talk  for  two  or  three  minutes. 

Finally,  I  firmly  believe  that  athletics  administrators  need  to  be 
free  to  autonomously  administer  our  own  programs.  We  should  deal 
with  the  vast  majority  of  our  problems  at  the  local  level.  We  should 
adhere  to  the  spirit  of  the  Division  III  philosophy.  And  if  you  folks 
chose  to  make  my  dream  come  true,  that  is  what  we  would  have,  and 
I  will  Fax  it  to  you  in  the  morning.  Thank  you. 

Vic  Clark  (Thomas  More  College):  I  had  a  question— probably 
just  for  dialogue  of  the  room— about  how  does  this  affect  ballistic 
activities  like  football  where  weight  training  is  an  integral  part  of 
the  development  of  that  athlete  and  the  spring  requirements  for  that 
growth  and  development  of  that  athlete?  And  if  we  cut  back  the 
starting  date  for  football,  I  don’t  think  there  is  any  legislation  that  is 
cutting  back  the  number  of  days  the  student-athlete  participates  m 
nonpad  or  noncontact  activities.  There  is  not  going  to  be  any  change 
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in  the  game  week  preparation  count  so  we  have  essentially  taken  11 
percent  of  his  technical  development  by  cutting  one  two-day  practice 
session  out.  I  am  not  sure  that  that  is  in  the  long-term  best  interests 
of  developing  the  athlete  in  view  of  his  ballistic  activity  work.  Risk  of 
injury  is  greater.  I  don't  have  a  question  or  comment.  1  just  wanted  to 
throw  that  out  for  discussion. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Just  as  a  point  of  information.  Elesolution  No. 
117  excludes  football.  It  really  reverts  back  to  a  counting  process.  In 
cases  where  nontraditional  seasons  are  excluded,  it  does  not  exclude 
student-athletes  from  being  involved  in  strength  training  or  other 
activities  that  are  related  as  noncoached  activities. 

Louis  A.  Barone  (Baldwin-Wallace  College);  We  have  no  real 
strong  opinions  either  way  on  this.  But  in  a  couple  of  places  the 
question  raises  between  first  day  of  classes  and  starting  date.  We  tout 
ourselves  on  our  diversity.  Calendars  are  very  diverse.  Wouldn’t  it  be 
better  to  have  a  starting  date  and  not  include  the  first  day  of  class? 
We  have  schools  starting  in  August.  We  have  schools  starting  in  late 
September.  Have  you  thought  about  that  when  you  proposed  this? 
And  some  others  also  have  that  same  factor. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  I  see  that  the  most  difficult  time  to  establish  a 
date  is  the  beginning  of  school  period,  as  you  indicated.  I  think  that 
we  don’t  have  an  answer  for  that.  I  think  that  there  is  a  growing 
support  for  a  common  starting  date  rather  than  using  the  first  day  of 
classes.  There  are  a  couple  of  factors  involved,  and  one  is  conference 
commitments  for  a  first  game.  Secondly,  freshman  orientation  is  a 
factor,  and  thirdly  is  how  that  might  affect  the  overall  school  year 
calendar.  Because  certain  schools,  as  you  say,  have  wide  differences 
there. 

Mr.  Barone:  But  you  plan  to  address  that? 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  That  is  correct.  They  are  very  important  items 
to  be  addressed. 

Mr.  Barone:  Thank  you. 

Norman  A.  Sundstrom  (Allegheny  College):  T  think  the  only 
way  to  really  regulate  and  be  fair  to  all  institutions  in  the  country 
because  of  their  locations  and  climatic  conditions — and  incidentally, 
we  do  believe  in  the  philosophy  of  Proposal  No.  39,  which  I  think  you 
have  to  discuss  in  relationship  to  Resolution  No.  117 — is  to  establish 
a  number  of  weeks  that  you  are  allowed  to  conduct  the  sp>ort,  establish 
the  number  of  contests  or  dates  you  are  allowed  to  participate,  and 
provide  the  institution  with  the  autonomy  to  run  their  programs 
depending  on  their  locale. 

Charles  Gordon  (Emory  University):  I  have  not  heard  one 
comment  regarding  the  student-athlete.  You  are  talking  about  what 
is  best  for  the  institution,  what  is  best  for  the  staff.  Let’s  look  at  what 
is  best  for  the  student-athlete.  We  have  pulled  some  comments  out  of 
our  philosophy  statement.  We  have  ignored  the  first  one,  which  is  to 
encourage  participation.  Admittedly,  John  Schael  is  my  mentor,  but 
he  spoke  earlier  and  got  a  round  of  applause — so  I  guess  we  all  liked 
it — for  saying  that  our  playing  and  practice  fields  are  laboratories  for 
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learning.  I  don’t  understand  why  we  want  to  exclude  our  athletes 
from  that  laboratory.  I  don’t  think  that  practicing  or  meeting  with 
your  coach  to  discuss  things  should  be  denied.  If  I  had  a  son  who  was 
playing  football  and  Rocco  was  the  coach,  I  would  want  him  to  be  able 
to  meet  with  him.  I  don’t  think  I  would  have  wanted  that  opportunity 
denied  from  November  12  until  September  7. 1  don’t  see  that  that  is  a 
positive  thing  to  have  happen.  So  let’s  think  about  what  our  student- 
athletes  are  about. 

Our  philosophy  statement  also  includes  a  statement  that  we 
encourage  our  people  to  reach  their  full  potential.  Can  they  do  that 
given  the  restrictions?  Should  they  have  to  make  that  decision?  I 
think  we  need  to  consider  our  student-athlete.  I  am  proud  that  Emory 
University  has  a  student-athlete  on  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory 
Committee.  We  went  ahead  and  asked  our  athletes  about  some  of 
these  questions.  Proposal  No.  39  was  generated  by  a  $1.8  million 
Division  I  study.  As  far  as  I  know,  we  spent  zero  dollars  on  a  study  for 
Division  III  How  many  of  you  have  asked  your  athletes  or  attempted 
a  poll  to  see  what  they  feel  about  how  much  time  they  put  in?  Is  that 
a  positive  or  negative?  I  think  we  have  got  a  lot  of  work  to  do  before  we 
pass  legislation  that  has  been  founded  on  a  study  that  is  not  intended 
for  athletes.  Earlier,  we  discussed  something  about  being  like 
Divisions  I  and  II.  If  we  are  like  Divisions  I  and  II,  I  think  a  lot  of  you 
and  myself  would  be  looking  for  other  jobs.  I  don’t  want  to  be  part  of 
a  Division  I  or  II  program.  That  is  not  an  ideal  for  me.  But  let’s 
consider  our  student-athletes  and  allow  them  to  reach  their  potential, 
rather  than  what  is  best  for  us  as  institutions  and  easiest  for  us  to  cut 
costs.  I  know  costs  are  a  factor,  but  consider  your  athletes. 

Layton  Shoemaker  (Messiah  College):  I  would  just  like  to 
suggest  that  the  body  consider  introducing  some  consistency  in  the 
way  that  we  contrive  practice  opportunities  for  our  student-athletes. 
It  seems  that  in  the  sport  of  football  we  talk  about  the  number  of 
practice  opportunities.  But  when  we  get  into  other  sports  we  are 
talking  about  dates.  I  think  it  would  be  consistent  when  we  looked  at 
all  sports  across  the  board  that  we  talked  either  about  it  in  terms  of 
practice  opportunities  or  dates,  not  dates  for  one  and  practice 
opportunities  for  another  or  vice  versa.  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  all 
of  our  athletes  and  the  kinds  of  demands  that  are  placed  on  their  time 
and  the  institutional  resources  that  we  have  to  support  those  opportu¬ 
nities  and  then  make  our  judgments  based  on  number  of  practice 
opportunities  rather  than  when  we  start  each  of  those  respective 
sports. 

Further,  I  think  in  proposing  No.  39,  what  has  happened  is  that 
part  of  that  proposal  is  that  we  reduce  the  number  of  contests.  I  think 
that  can  be  supported  by  the  majority  of  people  in  the  room.  But  what 
may  have  escaped  some  of  us  is  that  in  doing  that,  we  have — with  the 
legislation  to  set  back  the  starting  date— compacted  the  seasons  so 
that  right  now  you  are  going  to  have  about  a  six-  or  seven- week 
competitive  season  if  you  are  involved  in  a  conference  and  must 
conclude  your  conference  play-off  before  participation  in  an  NCAA 
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postseason  tournament.  I  don’t  think  that  that  legislation  was 
proportionately  devised  to  account  for  the  fact  that  if  institutions  did 
take  advantage  of  the  maximum  number  of  competitive  opportunities 
by  number  of  contests,  they  are  now  going  to  be  playing  three 
contests  a  week.  I  know  that  you  don’t  have  to  play  the  maximum 
number,  and  certainly  most  of  us  are  not,  but  the  compaction  of  the 
season  has  me  really  concerned.  I  would  rather  see  us  start  our 
seasons  earlier  so  that  we  can  spread  the  number  of  contests  over  a 
longer  period  of  time.  I  would  urge  us  to  do  that  in  the  interests  of 
keeping  our  students  in  their  classes  and  doing  this  with  academic 
integrity, 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  You  are  definitely  in  support  of  expanding 
season  length,  not  necessarily  number  of  contests? 

Mr.  Shoemaker:  Right. 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  like  the  idea  about  the  number  of  practice  sessions 
being  the  only  fair  way  to  do  that.  And  if  you  tie  that  together  with 
what  happens  in  the  fall  and  the  difficulty  you  have  trying  to  regulate 
the  number  of  practices  when  you  have  two  different  means  of 
counting  or  not  counting,  it  makes  a  lot  of  sense  if  some  way  or 
another  across  the  board  we  could  figure  out  what  the  adequate 
number  of  practice  sessions  would  be  sport  by  sport.  It  would  be  very 
helpful  in  introducing  some  consistency  to  that.  I  think  your  point  is 
very  well  made.  That  is  one  of  the  issues  that  the  steering  committee 
discussed  a  little  bit  this  year.  It  came  about  as  a  reaction  to  some  of 
Bill  Huyck’s  recommendations  for  cost  containment.  Proposal  No.  39 
and  these  other  issues  brought  about  that  kind  of  thought  provocation; 
and  Nancy  made  a  note  here  that  we  are  going  to  carry  it  back  to  the 
committee  to  look  at  that.  Good  point.  Anyone  else  like  to  respond  in 
any  way  to  our  discussion?  How  do  you  all  feel  about  the  nontraditional 
season?  I  guess  that  is  really  an  interesting  one  there. 

Curtis  W.  Tong  (Pomona-Pitzer  Colleges):  I  would  just  like  to 
reflect  in  support  of  some  of  the  remarks  that  John  Biddiscombe 
made.  I  think  that  one  thing  should  be  made  clear,  and  that  is  that 
those  who  support  the  concept  of  Resolution  No.  1 1 7  are  not  necessarily 
refuting  the  concepts  of  Proposal  No.  39.  I  think  most  of  us  who 
support  No.  1 1 7  certainly  support  the  principles  of  No.  39  and  are  not 
encouraging  anyone  to  move  away  from  those.  I  think  what  No.  117 
does  is  to  help  limit  what  bothers  some  of  us— and  that  is  over¬ 
legislation— by  simplifying  and  taking  away  some  of  the  clouded 
issues  that  presently  surround  our  sports  relative  to  this  21 -week  rule 
by  simplifying  the  seasons.  It  offers  an  opportunity  for  students  to 
participate  in  more  than  one  sport.  That  is  certainly  a  concern.  I 
think  more  than  anything  is  that  we  need  to  understand  that  this  is 
a  resolution.  It  is  not  a  proposal.  And  as  a  resolution,  we  are  really 
voting  on  a  concept.  I  think  it  is  a  very  good  concept  for  Division  III 
and  one  that  allows  us  some  time  to  focus  on  some  of  the  nuances  that 
bother  us;  and  some  of  them  have  been  brought  forward  already 
today,  and  to  address  those  over  the  course  of  the  next  year  or  two  and 
then  to  come  forward  with  something  that  is  really  positive. 
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Willard  Huyck  (University  of  the  South):  One  of  the  premises  of 
this  or  the  whereases  bothers  me  a  little  bit.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  are 
being  pretty  darn  omniscient  and  dictatorial  in  deciding  a  kid  who 
wants  to  play  tennis  or  swim  is  somehow  in  violation  of  our  Division 
HI  philosophy  and  the  spirit  of  it.  It  seems  to  me  if  a  kid  wants  to 
specialize,  he  or  she  should  be  allowed  to  do  so.  We  are  not  in  the 
position  to  say  there  is  some  particular  virtue  in  somebody  who  could 
be  a  good  tennis  player  becoming  a  mediocre  tennis  player  and  a 
mediocre  football  player.  It  is  this  kind  of  assumed  omniscience  I 
guess,  that  bothers  me.  1  think  these  things  are  better  left  to  the 
campus.  Well-supervised  institutions  end  up  being  legislated  by 

people  from  the  outside.  ,  „  ^  . 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  A  question 
for  John.  One  of  the  concerns  I  have  is  that  the  students  have  a 
meaningful  season.  I  looked  at  the  September  1  starting  time  for  the 
fall  sports  especially,  and  you  look  at  where  the  Division  III  cham¬ 
pionships  dates  are.  Has  the  group  that  sponsored  this  talked  with 
any  physiologists  or  people  who  know  how  much  time  it  takes  to  get 
a  soccer  player  or  a  field  hockey  player  or  a  volleyball  player  or  a 
cross-country  runner  adequately  trained  and  ready  for  competition. 
That  is  critical.  If,  indeed,  we  are  not  going  to  put  ourselves  into  a 
liability  position  where  we  inadvertently  say  you  start  on  September 
1  and  your  first  game  is  two  weeks  later.  Is  the  training  period  for  all 
those  various  sports  different?  And  if  so,  has  the  resolution  taken  that 
into  account,  not  only  for  the  fall  siwrts,  but  also  for  the  winter  sports 
and  the  spring  sports?  I  can  certainly  buy  into  some  of  the  tenets  of 
this,  but  have  we  gone  to  the  people  that  really  have  the  scientific 
knowledge  about  what  it  takes  to  get  ready  for  practice  and  competi¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Most  importantly,  the  answer  to  your  question 
is  that  no,  the  group  that  put  together  the  legislation  did  not  do  any 
scientific  research,  nor  confer  with  people  about  the  optimal  amount 
of  preparation  time  before  the  first  contest,  I  think  it  is  important  to 
note  that  it  is  a  resolution,  and  the  group  that  is  sponsoring  this  is  not 
married  to  the  dates  at  all.  That  is  what  we  hope  the  Council  would 
initiate  through  the  membership,  this  kind  of  input  and  hopefmly 
derive  a  final  proposal  based  on  scientific  information  and  dates  that 
might  be  more  agreeable  with  the  body.  I  think  the  concept  of 
separating  the  seasons  and  moving  away  from  the  21-week  rule  is 
really  the  essence  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  Bill,  1  would  like  to  respond  to  that  a  little 
bit.  One  of  the  things  that  has  always  bothered  me  about  what  we  do 
in  terms  of  our  restrictions  on  practice  opportunities  is  that  we  have 
maximums,  but  we  don’t  have  minimums.  A  few  years  back  when  1 
was  on  the  competitive  safeguards  committee,  we  tried  to  get  them  to 
say  what  was  the  minimum  amount  of  time  required  for  physiological 
accommodation  to  competition .  They  would  not  deal  with  it  because  it 
was  so  sport  specific.  So  we  specified  to  them  to  think  in  terms  of 
what  is  necessary  for  football,  which  was  a  concern  that  we  had 
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because  the  particular  conference  that  I  was  in  was  reducing  the 
number  of  preseason  practice  opportunities.  The  only  response  was 
that  they  would  not  legislate  that.  We  asked  them  if  they  would 
legislate  a  minimum  number  of  practice  opportunities  prior  to 
playing  a  contact  sport  like  football.  They  would  not  legislate  that 
because  of  some  liability  concerns  that  they  had  by  putting  it  in 
writing.  But  every  indication  was  at  that  time  that  it  took  approxi¬ 
mately  21  days  or  three  weeks  to  get  used  to — or  to  have  the  body 
accommodate — 11  on  11  full  contact.  But  I  think  it  is  an  extremely 
important  point  for  all  of  us  that  if  we  know  and  there  are  some 
minimums  established.  When  you  come  to  practice  opportunities  we 
ought  to  know  what  that  means  from  a  physiological  basis,  a  point 
Bill  made,  and  1  think  that  is  a  great  idea. 

John  Zinda  (Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Scripps  Col¬ 
leges):  I  have  been  coming  to  these  meetings  for  the  last  eight  years 
as  athletics  director.  The  movement  to  federate  has  been  an  ongoing 
kind  of  a  thing.  We  keep  moving  in  a  direction.  I  guess  this  issue  of 
Proposal  No.  39  and  the  questions  that  have  been  raised  indicate  to 
me  that  we  need  a  study  to  decide  what  federation  means  to  Division 
III  so  that  we  can  implement  our  philosophy.  I  think  we  have  several 
areas  that  are  inconsistent  with  Division  III  philosophy.  They  are  all 
predicated  on  a  lot  of  stuff  that  is  before  us  even  at  this  particular 
Convention.  In  particular,  No.  39,  which  was  largely  drafted  from  a 
Division  I  study.  I  question  the  sincerity  of  whether  or  not  we  are 
going  to  vote  at  this  Convention  knowing  that  this  is  going  to  be  a 
reform  movement  for  Division  III.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  we  have 
some  legislation  on  the  books  already.  Football,  basketball  and  soccer 
have  different  rules  and  regulations,  all  predicated  on  what  is  going 
on  at  the  Division  I  kind  of  a  situation.  It  seems  to  me  that  Division 
III  student-athletes  have  the  same  rights  and  should  be  treated  the 
same  in  all  sports.  We  should  not  have  special  legislation  like  we  have 
for  different  things  with  athletes  that  say  that  a  football  coach— I 
am  a  football  coach  and  I  feel  like  I  am  saying  I  cannot  be  trusted  in 
Division  III— has  to  have  special  legislation;  that  I  am  only  going  to 
be  able  to  work  with  an  athlete  from  September  1  or  24  or  whatever  to 
N  ovember  1 2  and  at  that  time  I  cannot  be  trusted  to  do  anything  else 
until  next  August.  To  me  that  is  inconsistent  even  if  it  has  an  effect 
on  basketball.  But  we  can  go  the  farthest  to  reach  federation  and 
study  our  division,  go  through  that  book  and  come  back  with  a 
recommendation  that  says  we  can  all  live  with  these  rules  and 
regulations  that  pertain  to  us  based  on  what  our  student-athletes 
need  to  be  effective. 

Mr.  Carzo:  John,  thank  you.  I  assume  what  you  are  supporting  or 
in  a  sense  saying  is  one-on-one  coaching  contact  out  of  season  should 
be  okay. 

Mr.  Zinda:  We  will  get  to  that  one  later. 

Mr.  Carzo:  We  will  get  to  that  one  later.  Let  me  respond  a  little  bit 
before  I  acknowledge  the  next  speaker  because  I  think  a  lot  of  John’s 
concern  has  to  do  with  what  Ken  Weller,  Judy  and  I  realized  when  we 
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were  on  the  restructuring  committee.  One  of  the  things  that  was  clear 
to  us  was  that  Division  III  is  very  diverse.  There  are  some  differences 
in  terms  of  the  breadth  of  geographical  locations,  the  size  of  the 
institutions  and  the  style  of  the  institutions.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
diversity.  When  we  first  started  on  that  committee,  we  listened  to 
some  possibilities  of  subsets  in  Division  III.  We  realized  real  quickly 
that  our  philosophy  was  let’s  get  Division  III  by  itself  to  begin  with 
and  III  can  become  III.  I  think  if  this  legislation  passes,  in  the  future 
we  have  time  to  think  about  subsetting  within  the  Division  III 
philosophy;  maybe  fragment  it  in  some  other  way  or  segregate  it  in  a 
way  if  you  choose  to  pursue  national  championships  or  regionals  or 
whatever  they  may  be.  But  there  are  some  reasons  to  consider  that.  So 
I  am  not  so  sure  that  it  would  not  be  a  good  idea,  either,  to  study 
Division  III  people  and  find  out  what  our  problems  are.  Most  of  those 
are  manifested  by  the  legislation  that  is  in  front  of  you  in  hopes  to 
correct  something.  But  maybe  we  are  trying  to  cure  a  disease  we 
don’t  have.  Any  other  responses? 

Tim  Morgan  (Christopher  Newport  College):  Following  on  the 
comments  just  made,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  steering  committee  of 
Division  III  and  its  associated  NCAA  staff  to  study  the  student- 
athletes.  I  would  like  to  know  what  student-athletes  think.  I  would 
like  to  know  what  they  are  putting  in  in  terms  of  time  commitments — 
both  in  season  and  out-of-season — on  their  athletics  commitments.  I 
have  not  heard  anybody  here  today— and  I  don’t  think  anybody 
knows  specifically  except  for  perhaps  their  own  teams  what  is  the 
student-athlete  doing  in  terms  of  his  or  her  commitment  to  time.  I 
would  like  to  see  this,  if  at  all  possible,  by  next  year’s  meeting. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  We  would  be  willing  to  accept  that  charge. 
But  I  think  we  are  going  to  need  a  little  more  clarity  in  terms  of  what 
you  would  like  for  us  to  do.  If  you  would  like  to  correspond  to  the 
Division  III  Steering  Committee  and  be  a  little  more  specific  about 
what  you  want  us  to  find  out,  we  will  be  happy  to  respond  that  way. 

Robert  R.  Peck  (Williams  College):  We  have  not  done  any 
scientific  studies  that  I  think  would  satisfy  the  kind  of  questions  that 
were  asked  earlier.  However,  there  is  at  least  one  conference,  and 
Rocky  is  in  it  and  so  is  John  and  so  am  I.  We  have  had  these  rules  for 
20  years.  We  have  lived  with  these  rules  for  20  years.  So  it  is  not  like 
there  is  any  experience  with  this  kind  of  regulation.  I  think  that  we 
have  found  the  benefits  from  having  this  kind  of  date,  and  I  don  t 
know  that  these  dates  are  magic  dates.  There  certainly  could  be  some 
flexibility.  We  recognize  that  there  is  a  wide  variety  of  climatic 
conditions  in  the  country.  Actually,  our  rules  are  more  restrictive 
than  these  rules.  But  we  have  had  them  for  20  years.  We  have  operated 
under  them  for  20  years  in  a  pretty  strong  athletics  conference  that 
can  hold  its  own  in  Division  III  around  the  country.  We  have  found 
tremendous  benefits  for  our  coaches  involved  in  two-sport  coaching. 
We  have  found  tremendous  benefits  for  two-sport  athletes.  Occasion¬ 
ally  we  have  beaten  the  Ivy  League  in  a  recruiting  battle  because  a 
kid  wants  to  play  two  sports,  and  we  are  not  quite  as  specialized.  We 
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have  found  tremendous  benefits  in  the  availability  of  our  staff  to  be 
involved  on  committees  and  other  things  of  that  nature  that  are 
campus-wide.  I  think  that  involvement  enhances  the  college  and  also 
enhances  our  department.  So  it  is  not  like  we  have  not  had  any 
experience.  I  think  the  idea  of  studying  the  impact  is  certainly 
reasonable  and  a  good  thing  for  some  committee  to  do  if  taking  on 
that  charge.  But  I  want  to  caution  people  to  note  that  there  has  been 
a  20-year  experiment  going  on.  I  don’t  think  it  has  been  a  perfect 
experiment,  but  1  think  that  by  far,  the  benefits  of  having  this  kind  of 
regulation  within  our  conference  will  cause  us  to  keep  it  no  matter 
what  Division  III  does.  1  mean,  we  are  going  to  keep  operating  the 
same  way.  But  I  want  to  say  that  the  benefits  have  far  outweighed 
some  of  the  restrictions  that  we  have  chafed  under  in  these  last  20 
years. 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  I  don’t 
think  we  need  more  studies  in  Division  III.  We  saw  the  results  of  the 
Division  I  study.  There  is  legislation  that  we  are  going  to  be  facing. 
We  will  be  impacted  by  that  study.  What  we  need  today  is  a  common- 
sense  approach  to  intercollegiate  athletics  at  the  Division  III  level.  I 
don’t  need  national  legislation  telling  me  what  I  should  do  in  our 
athletics  program.  That  is  my  responsibility  as  an  athletics  director. 
1  have  to  know  my  student  body.  I  have  to  be  aware  of  the  academic 
calendar.  I  have  to  be  aware  of  the  demands  that  are  already  placed 
on  the  student-athletes. 

We  talk  about  changes  in  playing  and  practice  seasons.  I  thought 
personally  and  my  position  is  well-known  on  the  steering  commit¬ 
tee— that  the  August  15  date  worked  very  well.  Now  that  is  awfully 
early.  Football  players  came  back  to  our  campus  on  the  1 7th  for  their 
physicals.  They  start  practice  on  the  18th.  Women’s  volleyball 
players  came  back  on  the  20th.  Orientation  started  on  the  24th  and 
classes  on  the  26th  of  August.  But  I  thought  we  had  a  sensible 
approach.  It  did  not  cost  a  whole  lot  of  money  to  do  those  things.  For 
an  institution  that  starts  classes  in  late  September,  you  will  have  to  do 
what  is  right  on  your  campus  and  what  is  in  the  best  interests  of  your 
student- athletes.  We  have  323  members  within  the  Association  at  the 
Division  III  level.  There  are  27  playing  conferences.  Playing  confer¬ 
ences  can  have  restrictions  that  are  more  restrictive  than  the 
national  legislation  that  we  have  in  the  book  right  now.  They  can  do 
that.  They  have  that  opportunity.  They  can  impose  those  restrictions 
without  impositioning  the  rest  of  the  membership. 

So  I  really  think  we  have  to  take  a  look  at  what  is  in  the  best 
interests  of  Division  III  intercollegiate  athletics.  Take  a  common- 
sense  approach  rather  than  voting  because  A  institution  or  C 
institution  will  get  a  competitive  advantage.  To  me,  it  does  not  make 
any  difference.  If  our  programs  never  make  it  to  the  national 
championships,  that  is  fine.  The  bottom  line  is  the  quality  of 
experience  that  that  young  person  —that  male  or  female  on  campus— 
has  within  our  program.  I  think  you  can  talk  to  anyone— all  the  way 
up  to  the  top— on  our  campus  and  that  statement  will  ring  loud  and 
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clear.  You  know,  we  are  talking  about  playing  seasons  and  restrictions, 
practice  seasons.  I  don’t  want  to  negatively  impact  women  s  athletics. 
Now  why  should  football  in  Division  III,  and  I  agree  with  you,  Rocco, 
be  the  only  one  that  has— with  the  proposed  legislation— 27  practice 
opportunities?  Why  bring  your  other  fall  sports  back  the  day  before 
the  beginning  of  orientation  or  on  the  day  of  orientation  and/ or  on 
the  first  day  of  classes  and  provide  them  with  an  opportunity  to  get 
their  practices?  .  . 

We  have  taken  a  lot  of  pride  in  terms  of  providing  equity  in  Division 
III  for  both  men  and  women.  If  we  exercise  common  sense,  we  could 
address  those  concerns  on  our  campus  and  maintain  that  balance.  I 
am  not  quite  sure  we  need  national  legislation  because  you  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  satisfy  323  Division  III  members.  Thank  you. 

Donald  Harnum  (Susquehanna  University):  While  I  agree  with 
much  of  what  John  has  had  to  say  philosophically,  I  don’t  believe  that 
in  practical  terms  it  is  working  to  our  advantage.  I  particularly 
mentioned  the  expansion  of  the  nontraditional  levels  of  activity.  You 
have  field  hockey  and  soccer  that  have  a  21 -week  season  combined. 
You  have  essentially  two  seasons.  You  have  an  1 1  -week  traditional 
season  and  then  you  have  a  10- week  nontraditional  season  if  that  is 
how  you  decide  to  slice  it.  That  is  two  separate  seasons.  Some 
programs  go  at  it  quite  aggressively  and  use  that  time  quite  tho¬ 
roughly. 

We  have  mentioned  the  idea  of  asking  the  students  what  they  want. 
Well,  we  could  also  ask  the  students  if  they  would  like  8  o’clock 
classes.  I  think  that  all  of  our  students  would  love  to  have  spring 
football  or  their  sports  all  year  long.  One  of  our  tasks  is  to  orient  our 
students  to  intellectual  pursuits,  not  just  what  they  would  like  to  do. 
Needless  to  say,  I  would  like  to  do  those  things  if  I  were  in  college 
again  all  year  long.  But  I  don’t  think  that  is  one  of  the  functions  we 
are  here  to  develop.  I  support  Norm  Sundstrom’s  proposal  that  we 
really  ought  to  come  up  with  length  of  seasons  that  are  shorter.  I 
think  we  ought  to  eliminate  or  curtail  greatly  the  nontraditional 
season  approach,  come  up  with  some  limitations  and  then  let  people 
decide  where  they  want  their  traditional  season  to  be.  But  I  don’t 
think  asking  the  students  is  the  solution  and  I  certainly  don’t  think 
that  the  nontraditional  approach  is  one  that  is  working. 

One  more  comment  with  what  John  had  to  say.  I  know  as  an 
athletics  director  I  can  take  a  stand  that  we  are  not  going  to  have  a 
nontraditional  season  in  soccer.  If  that  is  the  case,  we  are  also  not 
going  to  have  much  of  a  soccer  program  and  our  coach  is  probably 
going  to  leave.  So  if  we  have  a  conference  in  national  competition  that 
is  using  an  aggressive  nontraditional  season,  we  have  to  get  with  it 
too.  I  find  the  proliferation  of  the  nontraditional  season  as  being  a 
major  problem  in  Division  III  and  not  necessarily  consistent  with  our 
philosophy. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you  John.  There  are  obviously  a  lot  of  concerns 
about  that  issue.  We  had  some  good  dialogue.  I  would  like  to  move  on 
to  the  next  subject  so  we  could  stay  on  schedule  as  much  as  possible. 
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I  would  like  to  thank  our  two  presenters  for  doing  a  very  good  job, 
John  and  Frank.  Our  next  two  presenters  are  Jeff  Vennell  from  the 
University  of  Rochester  and  Lou  Sorrentino  from  Lebanon  Valley 
College.  We  have  asked  them  to  speak  to  the  issue  of  playing  rules  in 
divisions  being  consistent  or  being  different  by  divisions. 

Playing  Rules 

Jeffrey  Vennell  (University  of  Rochester);  My  task  this  morning 
is  to  present  a  rationale  of  why  having  common  rules  in  divisions  is 
a  good  idea.  You  can  probably  interpret  my  comments  as  speaking 
against  Proposal  No.  62. 1  should  also  inform  you  though  that  I  do  so 
with  the  trepidation  of  knowing  that  I  am  a  member  of  the  men’s  and 
women’s  soccer  rules  committee,  so  I  personally  have  knowledge  of 
how  those  committees  work  and  how  they  don’t  work. 

The  initiative  for  Proposal  No.  62  was  generated  from  basically 
two  areas.  First  of  all  in  football,  for  the  goal  post  and  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  25-second  clock  between  play  timing.  Secondly,  the 
soccer  rules  regarding  substitution,  too  little  cards  and  overtime, 
especially  during  the  championships.  Let  me  add  a  third.  In  volleyball, 
which  I  think  is  another  reason,  the  difference  is  a  requirement  now 
to  play  three  out  of  five  as  opposed  to  two  out  of  three,  which  has 
caused  a  problem  in  our  area  of  the  country  of  making  the  tourna¬ 
ments  slow  and  the  upcoming  teams  not  being  invited. 

Let  me  list  three  areas  or  reasons  why  I  think  common  rules  are 
good  and  unnecessary  for  us  to  pass  Proposal  No.  62.  First  of  all,  it  is 
time.  Like  most  things  that  are  changed,  new  rules  take  time  to  take 
effect  and  be  accepted.  A  whole  lot  of  us  thought  the  three- point  shot 
in  basketball  and  the  45-second  clock  on  the  men’s  side  were  not  a 
good  idea.  Time  has  proved  us  wrong.  We  have  adjusted  to  them  and 

I  actually  think  it  has  improved  the  game.  Coaches  also  adapt  to 
rules.  I  watched  soccer  coaches  this  year  get  better  at  allowing  more 
student-athletes  to  play  in  games  at  the  end  of  the  season  than  they 
did  at  the  beginning.  I  think  they  improved  as  they  adjusted  their 
rules;  but,  also  rules  committees  get  into  the  effect  of  the  rules  and 
changes  are  made.  For  example,  the  soccer  rules  committee  considered 
a  proposal  that  when  the  goalie  gets  his  three  (steps),  that  the  rule  is 
therefore  cancelled.  The  second  reason  is  consistency  of  competition. 
Differing  rules  can  adversely  affect  these. 

First  of  all,  in  divisional  play  if  there  are  different  rules  between 
Divisions  I,  II  and  III  some  of  us  still  compete  against  Division  I  and 

II  schools.  The  problem  of  what  rules  to  abide  by  and,  more  impor¬ 
tantly,  how  it  would  be  officiated  would  be  a  problem.  Officiating  is 
also  a  problem  for  our  officials  who  do  divisional  games  at  all  times, 
and  at  times  are  confused  enough.  They  don’t  need  to  be  confused 
any  further.  Also,  we  should  mention  that  maybe  the  way  to  attack 
some  of  these  things  is  through  the  difference  between  men’s  and 
women’s  sports,  which  now  are  able  to  have  separate  rules.  The  third 
reasoning  is  control.  Sport  committees  and  our  representation  on 
them  are  either  two  of  eight  or  three  of  12  members.  As  the  men’s 
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representative  for  Division  III,  I  can  almost  guarantee  you  given  the 
climate  of  that  committee  that  I  could  have  almost  any  rule  p^sed  for 
Division  III  soccer  that  I  would  like,  and  I  don’t  think  that  thpe  are 
any  of  the  proper  controls  on  the  committees.  The  committee  I  sit  on 
has  two  of  the  eight  members  who  really  don’t  know  the  game.  I  am 
also  very  concerned  that  my  vote  is  only  two  of  eight  with  the  woman 
who  is  on  the  committee  with  me,  and  we  are  not  being  properly 

So  let  me  put  a  word  in  for  common  rules,  but  also  a  little  bit  about 
Proposal  No.  63,  the  alternative,  because  I  think  the  intent  of  No.  62 
is  good.  I  just  don’t  like  the  legislation.  I  think  it  is  unworkable  and 
would  have  us  sitting  here  next  year  discussing  rule  after  rule  for  all 
of  our  sports.  One  of  the  reasons  that  I  think  the  Proposal  No.  63  is 
good,  and  I  think  that  the  steering  committee  should  address  the 
areas  of,  are  the  difference  between  administrative  and  playing 
rules.  At  present,  one  can  have  different  administrative  rules  per 
contest  by  the  relationship  of  contracts,  and  I  think  that  the  N(>AA 
should  instruct  rules  committees  to  redefine  and  liberalize  what  these 
are.  For  example,  shot  clocks,  the  size  of  goal  posts  and  the  number  of 
substitutes  in  a  contest  are  playing  rules,  not  administrative  rules.  It 
seems  to  me  that  these  should  be  administrative  rules,  not  playing 
rules.  And,  secondly  and  lastly,  I  think  that  our  steering  committee 
should  attempt  to  get  representation  on  rules  committees  that  does 
not  reflect  a  2-1-1  ratio  on  all  their  NCAA  committees.  We  are  the 
largest  playing  group  in  the  NCAA.  It  seems  to  me  quite  fair  that 
those  rules  committees  should  have  equal  representation  from  all 
divisions  and  not  have  this  2-1-1  split.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  1  think  that  is  a  really  good  point,  because 
we  have  had  that  brought  back  to  us  before  in  the  football  rules 
situation,  also,  that  there  were  not  enough  Division  III  people  there 

carrying  their  weight.  ,,  ,  ,  .  i 

Louis  A.  Sorrentino  (Lebanon  Valley  College):  1  want  to  thank 
Rocky  for  asking  me  to  speak  on  the  i»sitive  side  of  allowing  the 
sports  playing  rules  to  change  by  division.  We  have  quite  a  few 
eloquent  speakers  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  Conference.  I  feel  very 
honored  to  be  selected.  I  think  the  fact  that  my  name  ends  in  a  vowel 
has  something  to  do  with  it. 

Today  I  am  speaking  basically  on  behalf  of  my  colleagues  and 
Lebanon  Valley  College.  I  am  also  speaking  in  support  of  Proposal 
No.  62,  which  was  presented  by  the  Middle  Atlantic  Conference,  of 
which  Lebanon  Valley  is  a  meinber.  Along  with  that,  we  are  also 
supporting  Resolution  No.  63,  which  came  from  the  steering  commit¬ 
tee.  lam  for  changes  in  rules  by  divisions  for  basically  two  reasons. 
One  is  the  philosophy  of  participation  that  is  different  on  a  Division 
I  level  than  it  is  on  the  Division  III  level.  Second  is  the  cost  factor.  I 
think  these  are  two  very  big  reasons.  r  v  i  * 

Let  me  try  to  just  illustrate  something.  1  may  have  to  refer  back  to 
my  own  situation.  I  think  this  is  true  with  many  other  institutions. 
We  are  a  small  school  of  less  than  850  students.  We  have  37  percent  of 
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our  students  involved  in  intercollegiate  sports  on  teams.  This  is  not 
counting  a  student  that  is  in  a  dual  role  playing  a  fall  and  a  spring 
sport  or  a  winter  and  spring  sport.  If  you  add  the  cheerleaders  and  the 
other  people  involved — statisticians,  cheerleaders,  student  trainers— 
our  percentage  of  participation  is  over  40  percent.  I  don’t  have  to  tell 
you  this  goes  very  big  in  costs  and  the  affects  of  running  a  school  of 
our  nature.  At  one  time  during  a  football  game,  I  had  somebody 
reflect,  “Where  are  your  students?”  Less  than  850  students.  You  have 
100  football  players  resting  on  the  sideline  and  28  soccer  players 
away  at  a  match.  You  had  a  hockey  team  of  25  that  is  away.  If  a  cross 
country  team  of  20  people  is  not  there,  there  are  not  many  students 
left. 

I  have  noticed  many,  many,  many  other  schools  that  are  looking 
into  starting  football  programs  or  are  getting  programs  to  increase 
participation  because  basically  we  are  not  giving  scholarships. 
Anybody  that  argues  that  these  people  are  not  important  to  us  is 
foolish.  Now  when  we  bring  people  in,  we  very  strongly  want  them  to 
stay  on  and  graduate  from  our  institution.  But  participation  is  very 
important.  Not  just  in  the  philosophy  of  the  rules,  but  it  also  is  a  cost 
factor  to  us.  Let  me  state  that  when  rules  are  passed  by  the  sports 
committees  and  approved  by  the  Executive  Committee  that  limit  the 
number  of  participants  in  a  sport,  that  I  think  this  definitely  hurts 
the  philosophy  of  Division  III.  I  think  it  also  hurts  us  in  cost.  I  realize 
Division  I  and  Division  II  give  scholarships,  so  they  may  pass 
legislation. 

I  have  heard  cost  savings  many,  many  times  since  I  have  been  here. 
They  may  have  to  limit  the  number  of  scholarships  that  they  want  to 
give  on  the  Division  I  or  Division  II  level.  Naturally  that  may  be  good 
for  them,  but  it  is  not  good  for  us  that  they  have  to  limit  the  number 
of  people  going  out  and  participating.  The  other  thing  I  would  say 
along  with  the  limitation — and  I  am  not  a  soccer  coach  and  I  think 
Jeff  spoke  very  eloquently  on  soccer  rules  and  so  forth.  I  don’t  have 
much  experience  on  it.  I  am  speaking  mostly  from  what  I  have  heard 
from  the  soccer  coaches  within  our  particular  conference  and  from 
my  own  soccer  coach.  They  are  very  upset  about  the  substitution  rule 
and  feel  that  it  is  hurting  our  soccer  program.  I  guess  this  could 
change,  as  Jeff  said,  in  time  when  they  adapted  to  the  rules.  But  if  it 
is  eliminating  numbers  of  kids  on  our  soccer  team,  lam  very  much 
opposed  to  it. 

I  personally  don’t  see  the  rule  affecting  the  actual  play  of  the  game. 
Now  let’s  face  it,  when  rules  are  passed —and  this  has  been  mentioned 
before — you  have  Division  III  representatives  many  times  who  are 
on  these  committees  and  many  times  will  vote  against  these  rules 
because  of  the  participation  and  because  of  the  cost  involved.  But 
many  times  they  are  outvoted,  so  we  do  need  some  kind  of  a  body  that 
will  be  able  to  step  in  and  intermediate  and  say  that  these  rules  are 
either  positive  or  negative  for  Division  III.  Another  sport,  I  think  we 
mentioned  soccer.  I  looked  at  other  sports,  also.  I  happen  to  be 
involved  in  baseball.  Now,  I  know  in  true  baseball  there  is  a  certain 
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thing,  but  I  think  sometimes  you  have  to  look  at  such  things  as  a 
reentry  rule.  Sometimes  we  get  28,  29  kids  out  for  baseball.  You 
cannot  play  those  people.  This  is  important  to  us.  We  have  kids 
selecting  Lebanon  Valley  College  because  they  know  they  can  get  a 
superior  education.  But  I  think  one  of  the  underlying  reasons  is  they 
feel  they  can  compete  in  intercollegiate  sports.  We  sell  that  very 
strongly.  And  I  think  that  is  very  important  to  the  success  of  our 
college  and  other  Division  III  schools.  As  I  mentioned,  the  baseball 
reentry  rule.  I  am  sure  there  are  probably  other  rules  in  other  sports 
which  I  am  not  aware  which  could  also  support  this  idea  of  participa¬ 
tion.  Again,  like  I  said,  I  don’t  think  these  rules  that  we  are  talking 
about  change  the  nature  of  the  game.  If  they  did  such,  I  would  be  the 
first  one  to  be  opposed  to  them,  but  I  would  rather  see  this  decision 
come  from  a  Division  III  group  than  from  a  group  that  is  associated 
with  Division  I  and  Division  II. 

Since  being  athletics  director  of  Lebanon  Valley  College,  we  first 
had  to  widen  the  goal  post  because  of  a  rule  change.  I  think  the  idea 
was  to  get  the  foot  back  into  the  game.  Approximate  cost,  around 
$7,000.  Then  all  of  a  sudden,  we  put  these  goal  posts  in,  and  I  am  a 
football  coach,  20  years  involved  in  this,  30  years  of  coaching 
experience,  and  so  the  next  thing  we  know  we  got  to  raise  the 
extensions  on  it  because  they  are  not  high  enough.  I  have  been 
around  Division  III  football  for  the  last  20-some  years.  I  have  seen  one 
kicker  that  kicks  it  that  high  that  we  have  to  really  stand  back  and 
watch  to  see  if  it  is  high  enough  in  all  those  years.  So  we  had  to  put 
extensions  on  the  goal  post.  Now,  I  could  not  put  the  extensions  on  my 
old  goal  post.  I  have  to  buy  new  goal  posts.  Another  $7,000.  Then  we 
come  to  the  rule  now  that  the  foot  is  back  in  the  game  for  Division  I. 
Now  we  are  going  to  narrow  these  goal  posts.  Believe  me  when  I  say 
this.  They  are  already  talking  about  putting  things  on  the  goal  posts 
to  straighten  them.  Now  there  is  legislation— I  don’t  know  who  it  is 
coming  from— that  these  are  not  good,  they  are  not  safe,  you  may 
have  to  buy  new  goal  posts.  Now,  I  don’t  know  how  you  feel  about  it. 
I  love  football  and  I  love  sports,  but  this  $7,000  that  maybe  we  have  to 
provide  for  that  particular  sport  could  cause  us  to  drop  two  other 
sports.  We  have  to  give  serious  thinking  about  that.  We  know  we  are 
going  to  have  to  abide  by  the  rules  that  are  set  down.  We  are  going  to 
continue  with  our  football.  We  cannot  afford  not  to.  We  have  100 
football  kids  paying  over  $14,000  a  year.  How  are  we  going  to  drop  the 
sport  of  football?  So  we  have  to  support  it.  We  have  to  support  the  rule. 
I  think  it  has  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  the  game  of  football.  Time 
clock  on  the  field.  Now,  you  tell  me.  You  have  been  around.  Who  is  the 
time  clock  for?  When  1  played,  the  official  kept  the  time  and  that  was 
it.  But  now  we  have  to  have  it  so  the  spectators  can  see  it.  We  don’t 
have  that  many  spectators  to  begin  with.  Another  Division  I  rule. 

So  I  am  appealing  to  the  people  to  take  some  serious  action,  take  a 
look  at  Proposal  No.  62. 1  think  these  are  awfully  important.  I  am  not 
a  lacrosse  man,  and  wc  don’t  have  lacrosse;  we  have  dropped  lacrosse, 
but  I  hear  there  is  a  rule  change  being  made  that  is  going  to  require 
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three  officials.  Well,  I  know  the  cost  of  officials.  And  the  same  thing  j 
may  be  true  in  basketball.  They  want  us  to  go  to  three  officials  in 
basketball  because  they  are  doing  it  in  Division  I  and  Division  II.  I 
am  the  assistant  basketball  coach  right  now  at  our  college.  I  accuse  1 
our  officials— we  had  three  at  this  one  game— yeah,  two  of  you 
worked  and  one  was  sleeping,  and  my  point  was  this.  The  quality  of  j 
the  officiating  in  my  mind  does  not  get  any  better,  and  football  is 
going  to  increase.  You  are  going  to  get  three  in  soccer.  I  don’t  know 
where  you  draw  the  limit.  I  think  if  we  don’t  have  a  committee  that  is 
looking  out  for  the  interests  of  Division  III,  small  schools  like 
l>ebanon  Valley  College  are  going  to  be  forced  to  go  contrary  to 
Division  111  rules.  We  are  going  to  have  to  drop  the  volleyball  r 
program  that  we  are  trying  to  start.  We  are  trying  to  get  most  of  our 
kids  involved,  and  I  think  that  is  the  true  spirit  of  the  rule. 

So  my  concerns  about  cost  and  participation  are  the  reasons  why  I  v 

feel  that  we  should  look  strongly  at  Proposal  No.  62  and  Resolution  r 

No.  63  and  give  them  great  thought.  I  would  like  something  done  ^ 
immediately.  I  don ’t  know  where  I  am  going  to  get  the  budget  for  next 
year  to  put  those  things  in. 

Helmut  Werner  (Randolph-Macon  College):  I  served  this  week  ' 
with  Jeff.  I  grew  up  playing  the  sport  of  soccer.  I  want  to  address 
mostly  that  side  of  it.  I  know  the  international  rules.  That  is  what 
Divisions  I  and  II  are  trying  to  get  us  to  do,  become  internationalized, 
lean  understand  the  reason  for  that.  Very  few  players  in  Division  III 
are  going  to  make  a  national  team  at  that  level.  I  agree  with  Jeff.  I  got 
used  to  the  rule,  also,  at  the  end  of  the  season,  but  it  was  a  different 
result.  I  played  less  people  because  that  is  what  made  sense  to  me.  < 
And  if  you  play  less  people,  you  are  going  to  have  28  more  people  at 
your  football  games,  sir,  so  that  would  help  a  bit.  I  think  when  we 
recruit  15  players  a  year  and  you  promise  them  the  opportunity  to 
play,  then  you  have  to  let  them  play.  I  think  the  only  way  you  can  do 
that  is  by  having  a  jayvee  team  right  now  and  that  again  gets  into  a 
cost  factor.  So  I  think  I  would  be  very  much  in  favor  of  having  ] 

different  rules  for  Division  III.  t 

Mr.  Vennell:  Helmut,  I  agree  with  you.  But  at  the  rules  committee 
Division  III  was  strongly  not  in  favor  of  those  rules.  My  point  is  not  j 
that  different  rules  for  different  divisions  are  incorrect.  My  point  is 
Proposal  No.  62.  We  do  that  as  a  committee  of  the  whole.  I  think  it  is  ? 
inefficient.  1  don’t  think  that  is  the  way  to  do  it.  I  think  the  way  to  do 
it  is  have  the  NCAA  instruct  rules  committees  there  are  differences  • 
between  administrative  rules  and  playing  rules  and  administrative 
rules  should  include  things  that  don’t  affect  the  basic  nature  of  the 
game,  like  the  number  of  kids  that  play,  how  long  the  shot  clock  is, 
whether  we  have  one.  Those  sorts  of  things  should  not  have  to  be 
different  for  divisions.  That  is  the  way  to  attack  it,  not  by  No.  62.  That 
is  why  I  like  No.  63. 1  would  also  like  to  ask  Rocco;  I  don’t  think  we 
can  save  the  football  goal  post  even  with  No.  62  the  way  it  is  written. 

It  does  not  take  effect  until  August,  which  means  we  cannot  vote  on 
it  until  next  January,  and  then  we  will  come  back  and  have  another 
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$7,000.  So  we  either  need  to  pass  in  my  opinion,  No.  63,  ask  our 
steering  committee  to  tell  the  Executive  Committee  that  we  are  going 
to  be  legislating  this  type  of  thing  next  year  ask  for  a  year’s  reprieve 
from  the  football  goal  post.  Either  that  or  we  are  all  going  to  have  to 
agree  not  to  do  it. 

Jioel  Thirer  (State  University  of  New  York,  Binghamton):  I  am 
very  encouraged  by  a  lot  of  what  1  have  heard  today;  that  Division  III 
has  come  forward  and  made  its  own  proposals  for  its  own  rules  that 
fit  our  conferences  and  our  institutions  to  their  best  interests.  It  is 
about  time  that  Division  III  got  off  the  trolley  and  stopped  following 
the  lead  of  Division  I  and  kneejerk  responses  to  legislation  by 
Division  I,  which  continually  change  rules  that  then  trickle  down  to 
us.  I  am  very  encouraged  by  a  lot  of  the  remarks  I  have  heard  today. 

I  would  like  to  see  Division  III  be  much  more  proactive  in  coming  up 
with  its  own  legislation  to  the  best  interests  of  the  institutions  that 
are  in  Division  HI. 

Eugene  Hotchkiss  III  (Lake  Forest  College):  I  am  not  sure  how 
the  best  way  to  implement  such  a  change  is,  but  I  want  to  go  on  record 
as  supporting  those  other  voices  that  said  Division  III  should  set  its 
own  rules.  I  sat  in  the  president’s  office  and  talked  to  parents  this  fall 
about  soccer  players  who  were  sitting  on  the  bench  and  are  not 
playing.  They  are  not  playing  for  the  very  obvious  reason  that  the 
coach  wants  to  win  some  games.  I  cannot  deny  the  coach  that 
opportunity.  He  does  not  always  succeed  but  I  cannot  deny  him  that 
opportunity.  But  I  can  come  here  with  a  good  deal  of  passion  and  say, 
look,  this  is  Division  III  and  we  have  to  provide  an  opportunity  for  our 
students  to  be  able  to  play  ball.  And  when  a  rule  comes  down  from 
Division  I  or  Division  II  or  wherever  that  denies  that  opportunity,  I 
think  the  time  has  come  for  us  to  bite  the  bullet.  I  saw  Dick  Schultz  a 
while  back  speaking  to  some  of  us  in  the  conference,  and  I  said, 
"What  can  we  do  about  this  lousy  rule?”  He  said,  "You  can  go  to  the 
NCAA  Convention.”  That  is  why  I  am  here.  So  I  speak  with  passion. 
Let’s  take  control  of  these  rules  that  serve  us.  Now,  maybe  we  will  do 
it  by  a  committee  of  the  whole.  Maybe  you  will  do  it  in  other  ways,  but 
I  have  got  to  tell  you  the  proposal  looks  pretty  good  to  me. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  I  just  want  to  make  sure  it  is  clear.  If 
Resolution  No.  63  were  to  be  passed,  the  opportunity  is  available  that 
the  football  goal  posts  would  not  be  in  effect  this  fall? 

Mr.  Carzo:  No,  that  is  not  true.  No.  It  does  not  make  any 
difference  what  happens  at  this  Convention.  The  football  goal  posts 
have  already  been  ruled  on.  There  is  no  legislation  in  there  asking  for 
alleviation  of  that. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  Neither  of  the  two  proposals  would 
result  in  that? 

Mr.  Carzo:  No,  that  is  correct.  Any  other  discussion?  Tough 
subject. 

Indoor  and  Outdoor  Track  Championships  Reimbursement 

Mr.  Carzo:  During  the  year  the  steering  committee  and  the 
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Executive  Committee  had  a  chance  to  interact  a  little  bit.  And  a 
question  came  up  in  the  Executive  Committee  about  whether  or  not 
Division  III  should  be  allowed  the  opportunity  to  be  reimbursed  for 
both  indoor  and  outdoor  track  in  a  letter  that  we  received  from  Sherry 
Calvert,  who  is  an  associate  at  Whittier  College.  Is  Sherry  here? 
Sherry,  would  you  mind  coming  up,  please?  And  I  thought  that  it  was 
so  well  done  and  it  made  so  much  sense  that  although  we  had  already 
set  the  budget  for  the  upcoming  year  and  we  need  some  time  to  work 
on  this  thing,  we  thought  we  would  bring  it  back  to  you  to  see  what 
your  response  is.  If  you  feel  like  we  should  continue  to  pursue  this,  we 
can  be  charged  with  that  for  the  next  year.  This  is  Sherry  Calvert 
from  Whittier  College,  and  she  is  going  to  talk  about  the  indoor  and 
outdoor  track  reimbursement. 

Sherry  Calvert  (Whittier  College):  I  promise  to  keep  it  short 
because  I  know  you  might  be  anxious  to  stretch  your  legs  and  leave 
for  a  minute. 

My  letter  to  the  championships  committee  addressed  the  following 
issue:  Indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field  have  a  rich  history  in  many 
Division  III  institutions  and  for  years  have  conducted  separate 
championships.  Of  all  the  NCCA  championships  held  for  women  and 
men.  indoor  track  and  field  ranked  seventh  when  looking  at  total 
number  of  Division  III  institutions  providing  sponsorship  and 
outdoor  track  and  field  ranked  sixth. 

As  most  of  you  know  or  learned  from  this  morning’s  reports,  it  has 
been  the  Division  III  Championships  Committee  policy  to  require 
institutions  that  sponsor  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field  to  choose 
whether  they  will  receive  travel  and  per  diem  reimbursements  for 
either  the  indoor  track  and  field  championships  or  the  outdoor 
championships,  but  not  for  both.  This  policy  at  the  time  coincided 
with  the  Division  II  policy  for  the  use  of  Divisions  II  and  HI  block 
grant  funds  as  they  existed  prior  to  1990.  The  Division  III  Champion¬ 
ships  Committee  voted  in  August  of  1990,  however,  to  retain  the 
travel  policy  for  Division  III  track  and  field  at  its  current  level  where 
institutions  were  reimbursed  for  either  the  indoor  or  outdoor  cham¬ 
pionships. 

Our  concern  is  that  this  decision  leaves  one  of  these  championships 
as  the  only  championship  in  Division  I,  II  or  III  for  which  athletes 
receive  no  travel  or  per  diem  funds.  This  singling  out  of  one  such 
championship  seems  inconsistent  both  within  Division  III  and  on 
the  level  of  national  policy.  As  chair  of  the  Division  III  Track  and 
Field  Subcommittee,  I  wish  to  present  the  concern  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  my  colleagues  who  coach  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field 
programs,  and  hopefully  those  of  you  whose  institutions  sponsor  both 
indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field. 

1  was  pleased  to  hear  this  morning’s  report  that  the  Division  III 
Championships  Committee  will  review  their  policy  for  disbursement 
of  travel  funds  for  NCAA  Division  III  championships  and  hope  they 
will  decide  to  put  all  championships,  including  the  indoor  and  outdoor 
track  and  field  championships,  on  equal  footing  by  providing  travel 
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and  per  diem  expenses,  achieving  the  priority  for  use  of  funds  as 
addressed  by  Dick  Schultz  at  the  1990  Convention  and  which 
subsequently  has  been  supported  by  statements  from  members  of  the 
revenue  sharing  committee. 

I  would  like  to  thank  members  of  the  Division  III  Steering 
Committee  for  the  opportunity  to  bring  this  issue  before  the  Division 
III  delegates  at  this  Convention  and  would  be  happy  to  answer 
questions  anyone  might  have  regarding  this  issue.  Hopefully,  the 
Division  III  membership  will  support  that  those  athletes  who  qualify 
for  all  NCAA  championships  should  not  have  to  pay  for  the  opportunity 
to  compete.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Any  response  or  questions  for  Sherry  before  she 
leaves?  We  need  to  know  what  your  feeling  is  as  a  group  on  this  and 
whether  or  not  we  should  continue  to  pursue  it  as  the  Division  III 
Steering  Committee  next  year. 

Judith  M.  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  I  think  it 
would  be  helpful  to  the  championships  committee  to  get  a  sense  of 
this  group  on  a  direction  that  you  might  like  for  them  to  follow.  I  am 
not  on  the  championships  committee,  and  I  hope  that  I  am  not  being 
presumptuous,  but  I  was  a  part  of  the  distribution  committee  and  the 
block  grant  committee.  I  know  the  history,  and  I  appreciate  what 
Sherry  has  shared  with  you. 

The  dilemma  for  the  championships  committee  is  that  they  were 
faced  with  a  certain  allocation.  There  were  so  many  dollars  that  were 
available,  and  at  the  same  time  that  that  money  increased,  they  were 
receiving  requests  from  specific  sports  committees  to  increase 
bracket  size.  We  are  all  aware  of  what  is  happening  with  the  airline 
industry  and  increased  costs.  Most  recently,  I  heard  that  costs  have 
gone  up  16  percent.  Our  budget  is  not  going  to  go  up  16  percent 
annually. 

The  question  is,  if  you  are  given  a  certain  amount  of  money  is  your 
preference  to  expand  brackets  so  that  more  teams  and  more  different 
individuals  have  an  opportunity  to  have  guaranteed  funding  if  there 
is  not  enough  money  available  to  do  everything  that  we  might  like  to 
do  or  is  your  preference  to  keep  the  bracket  sizes  at  the  current  level 
and  fund  the  track  athletes  for  both  the  indoor  championship  and  tHe 
outdoor  championship?  I  think  that  is  really  the  dilemma  that  the 
championships  committee  has  faced.  They  wanted  to  have  one  year’s 
worth  of  experience  with  the  new  dollars  that  were  available  and  do 
intend  to  go  back  and  look  at  this  issue  to  make  a  decision  for  the 
future. 

But  I  thought  it  was  important  to  get  some  sense  from  all  of  you  if 
there  are  not  enough  dollars  to  do  everything  that  the  championships 
committee  might  like  to  do,  do  you  have  a  preference? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Why  don’t  you  just  stay  right  there,  Judy?  We  can  do 
this  with  a  straw  vote  to  get  a  feel  for  it.  Linda,  would  you  like  to  say 
something? 

Linda  C.  Hackett  (Smith  College):  I  am  still  a  little  perplexed. 
Why  do  we  have  to  start  with  the  basic  premise  that  there  is  not 
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enough  money?  Why  can’t  the  NCAA  go  on  record  as  saying  all 
championships  shall  be  supported? 

Ms.  Sweet:  Linda,  I  have  no  argument  with  what  you  are  saying 
except  for  the  reality  of  the  fact  that  you  have  to  have  a  balanced 
budget.  All  of  the  estimates  that  have  been  done  indicate  that  there 
can  be  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  money  that  can  go  to  Division  II  and 
Division  III  in  order  to  take  care  of  what  has  been  determined  as  a 
need  for  Division  I,  You  know  that  I  am  not  going  to  speak  on  whether 
that  is  right  or  wrong.  But  that  is  the  reality  of  it  and  that  is  the 
reason  that  we  are  where  we  are.  I  agree  with  you  philosophically. 

Mr.  Carzo:  That  is  a  good  point.  I  think  we  would  all  agree  with 
you,  Linda,  in  that  respect.  But  in  addition  to  that,  if  you  look  at  what 
has  been  achieved,  which  Royce  went  through  earlier  about  the 
Executive  Committee  actions,  our  per  diem  has  gone  from  $25  to  $60 
a  day  and  all  size  squads,  which  includes  coaches  as  well  as  traveling 
parties,  have  been  increased.  At  the  time  this  budget  went  in,  we 
assumed  that  we  were  going  to  continue  with  allowing  you  to  choose 
either  indoor  or  outdoor.  Unfortunately,  it  did  not  work  out  that  way. 
But  let’s  respond  to  Judy’s  concern  so  we  know  which  way  the 
steering  committee  should  go  this  year. 

Ms.  Sweet:  I  hope  I  can  express  these  questions  in  a  way  that  you 
will  understand  what  I  am  asking.  If  there  is  not  enough  money 
available  to  fund  all  championships,  would  you  prefer  to  fund  both 
indoor  and  outdoor  track  championships  and  not  expand  other  sport 
championships?  If  you  are  in  favor  of  that,  just  hold  up  your  hand. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Those  in  favor  of  that,  support  that  approach  for  us, 
raise  your  hand.  Okay.  Those  oppwsed. 

Ms.  Sweet:  Now  you  understand  why  the  championships  commit¬ 
tee  has  had  such  a  difficult  time.  It  is  a  difficult  issue.  Whatever 
feedback  you  can  give  to  them,  I  think  they  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Let  me  try  it  another  way.  How  would  you  all  react  if  we 
will  know  whether  or  not  we  have  a  surplus  next  year  and  we  can 
make  recommendations  accordingly;  but  if  we  don’t  and  you  had  an 
option  of  reducing  the  per  diem  to  $50  a  day,  if  that  would  cover  indoor 
and  outdoor  track,  would  you  favor  something  like  that?  All  those  in 
favor  of  reducing  per  diem.  Okay.  I  am  not  guaranteeing  you  about 
that  $10  reduction.  It  might  be  more  than  that.  We  can  give  you  some 
idea,  at  any  rate.  All  those  opposed.  Okay.  That  is  a  good,  clear 
message  for  us.  Thank  you  very  much.  You  have  been  great  this 
morning. 

[The  meeting  was  recessed  for  lunch.] 

Tuesday  Afternoon,  January  8, 1991 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1:30  p.m.  with  Rocco  J.  Carzo 
presiding. 

REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 
Transfer  Eligibility 

Mr.  Carzo:  Will  the  delegates  please  take  their  seats?  We  would 
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like  to  proceed  to  a  discussion  of  the  legislation  that  you  will 
on  tomorrow  morning.  The  topic  is  transfers  Proposal  No.  27. 1  h  s 
will  be  a  Division  III  only  vote,  roll  call.  The  explanation  is  quite 
simple  that  the  student-athlete  is  eligible  during  the  first  year  alter 
transfer  only  if  they  are  eligible  at  the  previous  institution 
Harlan  D.  Knosher  (Knox  College):  Pursuant  to  No.  27,  1 
thought  it  was  simple  until  I  got  here  and  began  to  talk  with  my 
colleagues.  Then  it  got  a  little  more  confusing  for  me.  ^>0  1  am 
wondering  if  someone  could  really  speak  to  the  fact  of  what  this 
pertains  to  beyond  academic  ineligibility. 

Mr  Carzo:  The  intent  of  the  proposal  when  it  was  written  was  to 
include  the  entire  definition  of  complex  eligibility  issues.  If  a  person 
was  ineligible  at  the  previous  institution  -  if  the  person  was  placed  on 
social  probation  of  some  sort  and  was  declared  ineligible  at  that 
institution— the  individual  would  retain  that  ineligibility  during 
transfer.  It  does  not  pertain  only  to  academic  eh^bility-  Juat  is  our 
understanding.  Does  everyone  understand  that.  Total  ij'  u 

Mr.  Knosher:  Has  any  thought  been  given  to  how  that  could  be 
maintained  in  terms  of  the  communications  between  institutions. 

Mr.  Carzo:  You  mean  should  we  require  a  letter  to  go  along  with  it, 
permission  to  speak  to  that  person?  Should  we  transfer  right  back  to 

them  and  say  is  this  person  eligible?  ,  . 

Mr.  Knosher:  I  guess  I  am  saying  this.  We  cannot  make  the 
assumption  that  every  kid  that  transfers  and  plays  will  be  in  some 
way  quasi-recruited  by  the  athletics  department.  In  other  words,  the 
kid  at  your  .school  is  on  disciplinary  probation.  He  comes  to  my  school 
and  I  don’t  even  know  he  is  coming.  He  shows  up  and  is  playing 

soccer.  .  *  •  u 

Mr  Carzo:  I  think  that  answers  the  question  itself.  By  raising  the 

question,  it  answers  the  question  about  the  discussion  we  had  earlier 
that  when  you  start  putting  legislation  and  making  transfer  legislation 
more  stringent,  we  have  a  serious  problem  in  Division  111  trying  to 
figure  out  who  is  in  and  who  is  out  and  whether  or  not  they  played 
anyplace  before  coming  to  our  place.  I  think  under  these  circumstan¬ 
ces  we  would  anticipate  that  we  are  knowledgeable  about  this  person 
being  a  transfer.  Then  we  would  pursue  investigation  as  to  whether  or 

not  he  was  eligible  at  the  previous  institution.  .  .  * 

Mr.  Knosher:  If  this  really  pertained  only  to  academic  ineligibility, 
it  would  be  fairly  simple  to  implement  and  perhaps  more  nmaningful. 
Mr.  Carzo:  If  it  pertained  only  to  academic  eligibility? 

Mr.  Knosher:  Right.  ,  j 

Mr.  Carzo:  We  have  heard  that  also.  That  was  recommended  to  us. 
There  were  a  number  of  people  who  were  concerned  that  it  did 
only  to  academic  ineligibility.  So  we  thought  we  would  have  a  better 
possibility  of  the  soundness  of  the  proposal  by  including  total 
eligibility.  Anybody  else  like  to  respond  to  that? 

Charles  Gordon  (Emory  University);  I  think  there  are  also  a 
number  of  institutions  that  for  nonacademic  suspensions  do  not 
indicate  on  the  official  record  of  the  student  what  that  transgression 
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may  be  or  carry  forward  that  information.  So  you  may  find  a 
situation  where  a  student  is  forced  to  take  a  semester  off  at  an 
institution  and  there  will  be  no  record  of  why  they  transferred.  That 
does  not  always  follow  because  someone  is  suspended  for  an  honor 
code  violation  or  something  else.  Institutional  policy  differs.  At  one 
institution  that  honor  code  violation  may  in  fact  go  as  a  suspension. 
In  another  it  may  not  go. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Right.  I  guess  the  spirit  of  this  legislation  and  what  we 
are  trying  to  prevent  is  Division  III  from  becoming  a  dumping 
ground  for  those  people  who  become  ineligible  through  Division  1  or 
who  are  incapable  of  playing  at  Division  I  and  decide  they  want  to 
transfer  even  though  they  are  not  eligible  academically  at  that 
institution.  I  don’t  have  an  answer  any  better  than  that.  I  am  sorry. 
Maybe  someone  else  could  respond  to  that. 

Jenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  I  would  like  to 
look  at  all  three  of  the  proposals.  I  think  it  is  helpful  to  do  that.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  gentleman  who  mentioned  we  might  be  able  to 
handle  what  Proposal  No.  75  and  perhaps  No.  76  does  by  conference 
membership,  that  might  be  a  very  helpful  way  to  do  that  without 
making  the  transfer  situation  too  stringent.  I  think  Proposal  No.  27 
really  is  not  that  difficult.  You  will  have  to  nriake  a  choice  as  to 
whether  or  not  you  want  to  include,  in  addition  to  academic  eligibility, 
other  eligibility.  But  it  seems  to  me  you  would  know  after  a  simple 
phone  call.  I  receive  a  list  of  transfers  at  the  beginning  of  each 
semester.  If  they  come  out  for  athletics,  it  is  pretty  easy  to  separate 
them  out  and  make  a  few  phone  calls  to  ascertain  whether  or  not 
there  are  any  problems.  Maybe  in  my  life  it  is  not  as  difficult.  1  don’t 
think  it  is  as  tough  as  we  are  making  it. 

Vic  Clark  (Thomas  More  College):  1  just  had  a  question,  and  a 
situation  that  has  hit  at  our  campus.  A  student  was  at  a  pretty  strict 
liberal  arts  Baptist  school  and  was  found  drinking  one  beer.  He  was 
terminated  from  the  sports  team  and  transferred  to  our  school.  Now, 
does  this  rule  preclude  that  he  would  be  eligible  the  way  it  stands  now? 
And  if  that  is  the  case,  it  appears  to  be  a  little  bit  of  over-legislation, 
again.  All  of  us  are  familiar  with  kids  who  go  away  from  home  or 
whatever  and  after  their  freshman  and  sophomore  years  are  a  whole 
different  person  than  later  on  in  their  athletics  careers.  It  seems  to 
me  that  we  are  being  a  little  bit  too  severe  and  we  are  giving 
absolutely  no  options  for  those  kids  that  go  ahead  and  declare 
bankruptcy  at  one  school  and  want  a  fresh  start  at  another  school, 
especially  in  view  of  the  cost  of  private  education.  I  suppose  if  you 
were  state  funded  and  your  tuitions  were  such  that  state  funding  kept 
it  down.  Those  of  us  in  private  schools  are  going  to  have  a  hard  time 
convincing  parents  that  they  should  go  ahead  and  opt  for  a  fifth  year 
if  it  is  going  to  cost  them  in  excess  of  $10,000  for  the  option. 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  think  it  is  a  good  concern.  My  understanding  is  the 
legislation  does  not  deal  with  degrees  of  ineligibility.  One  beer  or  200 
beers  does  not  make  any  difference.  If  he  was  ineligible  at  the 
previous  institution,  he  will  be  ineligible  at  the  succeeding  institution. 


R  Paul  Bogan  (Westfield  State  College):  I  agree  too.  If  it  was  just 
the  academic,  I  can  handle  that.  But  when  we  start  getting  into  the 
private  life  of  the  individuals,  I  wonder  if  Buckley  Amendment  rights 
are  violated  if  I  call  up  a  college  and  ask  why  was  this  individual 
dismissed?  They  would  probably  tell  me  it  is  none  of  my  business.  I 
would  probably  agree  with  them.  I  think  that  we  are  going  a  little  too 
far  with  this  type  of  legislation.  The  academic,  yes.  But  not  as  far  as 
private  or  any  other  problems  that  the  individual  had.  It  is  up  to  the 
institution  that  accepts  them.  We  talked  about  integrity.  We  keep 
talking  about  it.  But  we  don’t  do  anything  about  it.  The  college  that 
accepts  that  individual  has  its  integrity  at  stake.  I  would  hope  we 
would  look  at  that. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Again,  I  can  respond  by  saying  that  we  really  have  no 
intent  of  finding  out  why  people  are  ineligible;  but  only  if  they  are 
ineligible 

John  D.  Galaris  (Salem  State  College):  I  would  like  to  basically 
second  the  positions  of  the  previous  two  speakers.  I  think  this  is 
another  case  where  we  have  over-legislated  ourselves.  I  think  there  is 
no  problem  when  we  discuss  academic  integrity.  However,  when  we 
take  it  beyond  that — as  one  of  our  speakers  earlier  today  said — I 
don’t  really  need  help  to  determine  what  is  right  for  my  program.  I 
don’t  really  appreciate  national  legislation  that  infringes  upon  our 
institutional  autonomy.  I  suspect  a  number  of  us  feel  that  way. 

Walter  J.  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  I  am  a  little  unclear 
on  something.  You  indicated  a  few  minutes  ago  that  the  spirit  of  this 
legislation  was  to  stop  Division  III  from  being  a  dumping  ground  for 
those  Division  I  participants  who  become  ineligible.  There  seems  to 
be  some  academic  spirit  built  into  that  kind  of  logic.  If  that  is  the 
spirit  of  the  legislation,  then  I  am  a  little  confused  as  to  why  we  have 
put  into  this  things  like  drinking  beer  at  one  institution  when  it  may 
be  allowed  at  another  institution  or  a  housing  infraction  at  one 
institution  when  it  may  not  be  at  another  institution.  You  said  spirit 
was  the  one.  and  the  legislation  itself  deals  with  the  whole. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you  very  much,  Walter.  It  is  a  point  well  taken. 
Let  me  just  respond  to  Walter  for  a  second  because  I  think  it  is 
appropriate  at  this  point  to  make  sure  you  all  realize  that  in  the  spirit 
of  deregulation  three  years  ago  we  took  the  transfer  rule  and  stripped 
it  of  any  of  these  provisions.  You  transfer,  you  are  accepted,  you  play. 
The  reason  this  legislation  was  drafted  is  because  you  asked  for  it. 
You  said  that  Division  III  was  becoming  a  dumping  ground  for  those 
athletes  that  were  flunking  out  of  Division  1  schools  or  Division  II 
schools  and  coming  to  our  schools  and  maybe  could  turn  a  season 
around  midsemester  or  could  change  a  program  around.  1  cannot 
fight  one  way  or  another  for  the  legislation.  If  that  is  not  what  you 
want,  then  we  vote  it  down. 

Judith  M.  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  Hopefully, 
I  can  help  a  little  bit.  If  I  understand  this  correctly,  the  wording  in 
Proposal  No.  27  addresses  academic  eligibility.  But  the  interpretation 
goes  beyond  that.  Bill,  1  know  you  are  on  the  Interpretations 
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Committee,  and  maybe  you  can  help  us  with  that.  Is  that  correct? 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  When 
this  came  out  and  the  Interpretations  Committee  looked  at  it,  we  saw  [ 
the  word  “eligible.”  We  then  had  to  define  or  try  to  come  up  with  what  | 
eligible  meant.  It  could  mean  academic  or  a  broader  sense.  The 
Interpretations  Committee  took  the  position  that  you  find  on  the 
white  pages  as  a  pre-Convention  interpretation  saying  that  since  it 
did  not  specify  academic  eligibility,  we  had  to  interpret  it  as  being 
eligibility  that  covered  more  than  academics.  So  Proposal  No.  5  was 
drafted  and  then  sent  along  to  the  Council,  which  approved  it  and  has 
put  it  in  place  as  a  pre-Convention  interpretation.  So  at  this  point,  we, 
as  a  body,  are  stuck  with  an  interpretation  that  draws  it  beyond 
academics. 

Ms.  Sweet:  I  think  this  group  has  an  opportunity  to  reject  the 
interpretation.  Nancy,  you  might  want  to  help  us  through  that.  But  I 
do  believe  that  the  Council  has  approved  the  interpretation,  as  Bill 
has  suggested.  But  this  body  has  seen  the  interpretation  for  the  first 
time  and  does  have  the  opportunity  to  vote  against  the  interpretation 
if,  in  fact,  it  is  contrary  to  what  the  intent  originally  was. 

Stephen  J.  Kurth  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Claire):  If  I  read  J 
the  interpretation  correctly,  it  seems  the  interpretation  says  that  the  j 
situation  would  be  that  he  is  academically  ineligible  and,  therefore,  | 
could  not  transfer  and  play  or  he  has  been  suspended  from  the  i 
institution,  not  from  the  athletics  team  necessarily,  so  the  case  of 
drinking  one  beer  and  having  been  suspended  from  the  football  team 
would  not  preclude  him  from  transferring  and  playing  subsequently, 
if  I  read  this  correctly.  Is  that  a  correct  interpretation  of  the  | 
interpretation?  1 

Mr.  Carzo:  We  have  a  legislative  assistant  who  has  a  computer. 

She  is  sifting  through  it  right  now  trying  to  find  the  answer  to  this 
issue. 

Mr.  Marshall:  Rocco,  1  think  we  talked  about  that  at  the  interpre¬ 
tations  meeting  just  recently.  It  was  the  sense  that  if  the  individual 
was  suspended  from  the  team  but  left  the  university  voluntarily  to 
transfer,  that,  indeed,  would  be  the  case.  But  if  he  was  suspended 
from  the  university  for  a  violation  that  occurred  on  that  team,  that 
would  be  considered  the  same  as  the  academic  ineligibility. 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (NCAA):  So,  Bill,  are  you  saying  that  in  either  ! 
case,  the  person  would  not  be  eligible?  I 

Mr.  Marshall:  No.  In  the  first  case  if  a  coach  drops  somebody  I 
from  the  team  but  they  continue  to  be  in  school  with  no  further 
penalty  and  they  then  indeed  transfer  to  School  B,  they  would  be 
eligible  at  School  B  because  they  were  not  academically  or  otherwise 
ineligible  at  School  A.  But  if  because  of  the  transgression  on  the 
athletics  team  the  school  saw  fit  to  suspend  them  or  put  them  on  some 
kind  of  probation,  then  in  that  case,  he  would  be  ineligible  at  School  B. 

Ms.  Mitchell:  So  the  person  that  is  dropped  from  the  team  by  the 
coach,  that  is  not  somebody  that  is  ineligible?  They  are  eligible,  but 
the  coach  has  just  chosen  to  drop  them  for  no  reason? 
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Mr  Marshall:  That  was  our  understanding.  ,  ^  j 

Ms.SlIelI:  Happens  all  the  time,  right?  No  I 
exactly  what  yon  are  saying.  That  was  my  understanding  t^.  That 
eJen  if  you  are  suspended  from  the  institution,  which  means  that  you 
therefore  would  not  be  eligible  to  play  on  the  athletics  team  because 
you  have  been  suspended  from  the  institution,  then  you  could  not  go 

to  the  next  school  and  be  eligible. 

Mr.  Marshall:  That  would  carry  forward  to  f • 
Ms.  Mitchell:  Right.  To  get  back  to  Judy  s  point  ^  ^hink  J  y 
correct  that  the  Council  did  approve  this  interpretation. 

Ihink  that  this  body  could  oveirule 

Ill-only  interpretation.  I  think  you  could  overrule  t  or  mod'fy  it  d 

wish  and  have  thatbc  the  interpretation  that  would  apply  toProjWsal 

No  27  when  you  vote  on  it  tomorrow.  So  I  do  think  someone  coidd 

challenge  the  interpretation  from  the  f,nSt~Uo^ 

that  What  I  am  saying  is  you  are  not  stuck  with  this  interpretation. 

Mr  Gordo^^  I  would  suggest  this  is  a  great  case  of  why  we  got  out 
of  a  lot  onrans?^^^^^^^^  year.  If,  in  fact-I  will  use  the  term 

1  have  heard  on  the  floor,  but  1  find  it  offensive— it  is  a  dumping 
situation  and  you  are  concerned  about  the  goalie  from  one  team 
lyln^aga^st  the  other  in  January,  then  it  would  seem  to  me 
Prmiosal  No.  75  is  by  far  your  better  option.  By  providing  someone  sit 
out  for  a  year,  the  student  that  comes  in  and  does 
and  academically  adjusts  is  going  to  be  out  for 
that  correct?  It  is  two  terms,  correct?  So  the  student  who  has  a 
problem  during  the  fall  semester  comes  in 

does  a  fine  job,  adjusts  to  the  campus  and  has,  for  a  1  practical 
purposes,  made  the  change  but  is  still  denied  the  next  fall.  y<^"  ^ 
Srned  about  athletes  coming  in  and  affecting  the  balance  of  the 
conference,  then  No.  75  addresses  the 

you  cannot  play  in  the  same  sport  the  next  ^7  gets  us  back 

into  what  we  got  out  of.  No  one  m  this  room  knows  what  we  have 
decided  may  or  may  not  happen  based  upon  challenging  interprcta 
S  ThS  why  we  eliminated  all  that  stuff.  So  if  you  like  it,  which 
I  personally  donl  No.  75  seems  to  be  a  much  better  option  than  No. 

^^David  T.  Nelson  (Luther  College):  A  comment  about  this  body 
overruling  an  interpretation  by  the  Council.  At  yesterday  s  Conven¬ 
tion  with  the  full  session,  that  was  denied  to  the  floor  by  the  chair, 
who  said  the  Council  interpretation  would  stand  no  matter  what  was 
done  to  reject  insertion  of  this  in  the  Manual.  There  was  no  way  m 
which  the  particular  interpretation^could  have  been 
Now  today,  this  group  at  its  own  Convention  apparently  can  do  that 
In  a  sense  what  that  is,  is  making  an  amendment,  without  P^hs^i  ng 
it  to  No.  27  to  include  or  exclude  various  things.  I  would  like  to  ad 
Earthing  about  the  interpretation  that  seems 
Nowhere  do  I  see  anything  except  student  m 
that  would  be  changed,  and  yet  now  in  No  5  of  the  official  interpre 
tations  from  the  Council  the  phrase  “student-athlete  creeps  in. 
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seems  to  me  there  is  a  difference  between  student  and  student-athlete 
and  a  particular  definition  for  those.  A  student-athlete  has  actually 
gone  out  for  the  sport  and  if  he  does  not  go  out  for  the  sport,  it  would 
not  matter  according  to  the  interpretation,  as  I  read  it,  whether  he 
leaves  for  academic  reasons  or  for  any  other  reasons.  A  spring  sports 
person  could  be  suspended  at  midyear  and  has  not  become  a  student- 
athlete  yet.  So  it  seems  to  me  this  interpretation  muddies  things. 

Ms.  Sweet;  I  just  want  to  clarify,  Dave.  The  situation  that  we 
found  ourselves  in  yesterday  is  very  different  from  the  one  we  are 
facing  today.  The  situation  yesterday  was  a  result  of  the  Council 
report  with  interpretations  being  approved  last  year.  That  interpreta¬ 
tion  was  already  approved.  What  was  being  asked  for  yesterday  was 
to  include  that  in  writing  in  the  Manual.  What  we  are  talking  about 
right  now  is  an  interpretation  that  has  not  been  approved.  It  is  before 
you.  It  has  been  approved  by  the  Council,  but  all  Council  interpreta¬ 
tions  are  subject  to  final  approval  by  this  body. 

Mr.  Knosher:  If  appropriate,  I  would  like  to  move  to  challenge  the 
interpretation  to  the  extent  that  it  be  limited  to  academic  ineligibility. 

Mr.  Carzo:  If  you  could  hold  that  for  a  second,  I  would  appreciate 
it.  Nancy  is  going  to  look  something  up. 

Robert  G.  Bottoms  (DePauw  University):  I  would  like  to  clarify 
some  of  the  discussion  that  went  on  in  the  Council  because  we  seem  to 
be  hung  up  on  one  of  the  terms  about  the  dumping  ground  and  so 
forth.  Without  getting  in  a  situation  of  name  calling,  most  of  the 
examples  that  were  referred  to  us  of  individuals  transferring  who 
were  academically  ineligible  were  not  coming  from  Division  I  schools 
into  Division  III.  This  has  become  an  increasing  practice  among 
Division  III  schools.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  the  legislation  was 
proposed  because  this  is  a  practice  that  is  beginning  to  escalate 
among  those  of  us  in  this  room. 

Kathleen  LeVache  (College  of  New  Rochelle):  If  I  read  this 
interpretation  correctly,  a  student  who  is  not  an  athlete  could  be 
suspended  or  disqualified  or  asked  to  leave  a  school  but  could 
participate  in  an  intercollegiate  athletics  program  at  my  school.  A 
student-athlete  could  not.  Now,  is  this  discriminating  against  the 
student-athlete? 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  think  that  is  correct.  Someone  who  has  never 
participated  in  athletics  is  suspended  at  the  institution  so  he  was  not 
eligible  or  ineligible.  He  was  eligible  when  he  left  there  but  he  was  a 
non  participant.  So  he  comes  to  your  institution.  This  is  the  first  time 
he  has  ever  played  that  sport.  My  interpretation  would  be  he  is 
eligible. 

Ms.  LeVache;  That  is  discrimination  against  the  student-athletes, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  agree  with  you,  there  are  a  lot  of  discriminations. 

Ms.  Mitchell;  I  just  wanted  to  update  you  on  the  challenge  of  the 
interpretation.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  Manual  that  indicates 
Judy  is  exactly  right.  The  situation  yesterday  was  different.  But 
there  is  a  provision  in  the  Manual  that  says  that  all  interpretations 
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challenges— requests  for  review  of  interpretations— must  be  submit¬ 
ted  by  1  p.m. on  the  day  prior  to  the  beginning of  the  business  session. 
Now,  the  only  problem  with  that  in  this  instance  is  that  you  have  not 
seen  these  interpretations  before.  So  we  are  wondering  if  there  is  a 
procedural  issue  in  here  where  you  can  go  ahead  and  challenge  the 
interpretation,  even  though  you  had  not  done  it  by  1  p.m. 

Ms.  Sweet:  I  will  give  an  attempt  at  coming  up  with  a  solution  for 
you.  1  don’t  know  if  it  would  be  in  Robert’s  Rules  or  not,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  you  have  the  right  to  give  a  message  to  the  Interpretations 
Committee.  You  can  reject  the  interpretation  that  is  before  you.  You 
can  send  the  message  of  what  you  would  like  included  in  the 
interpretation.  The  Interpretations  Committee  then  can  affirm  that 
interpretation  and  send  that  to  the  Council.  I  think  that  will  get  us  out 
of  the  stickiness  of  where  we  are  right  now. 

Ms.  Mitchell;  I  think  that  is  right.  You  could  do  that. 

Mr.  Marshall;  If  I  sense  the  tenor  of  the  body  here,  let  me  just 
propose  something  that  we  could  then  send  back  to  the  Interpretations 
Committee.  If  in  line  four  of  Proposal  No.  5  you  struck  the  word  “not’ 
and  in  line  five  down  through  the  end  of  that  passage  you  struck  that, 
you  would  then  be  left  with:  “Reviewed  the  requirement  in  Proposal 
No.  27  that  The  student  would  have  been  eligible  had  he  or  she 
remained  at  the  institution  from  which  the  student  transferred’  and 
determined  that  such  a  requirement  would  relate  only  to  academic 
eligibility,”  period.  I  think  that  would  then  send  the  message  that  you 
want  this  strictly  to  be  academic  eligibility  and  not  to  delve  into  other 
parts  of  the  student’s  life,  if  that  is,  indeed,  what  you  are  looking  for. 
I  think  this  could  be  then  sent  along  to  the  committee,  and  it  would 
work  its  way  through  the  process. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  Bill.  We  are  not  sure  that  that  is  the 
message  we  want  to  convey  at  this  point.  There  are  two  more 
speakers.  Then  we  can  decide  whether  or  not  you  have  a  disagreement 
with  this  issue  in  its  entirety  or  whether  it  is  the  interpretation  that 
we  are  disagreeing  with. 

John  D.  Galaris  (Salem  State  College):  I  think  what  is  reasonably 
clear  at  this  point  is  we  are  struggling  with  the  interpretation 
because  of  what  it  is.  Rather  than  attempt  to  do  something  that  may 
or  may  not  be  achievable,  it  makes  a  lot  more  sense  to  reject  the 
legislation  now  and  ask  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  to 
redraft  it  so  it  deals  with  academic  issues  only. 

William  E.  Lide  (Salisbury  State  University);  As  I  remember,  last 
year  there  was  quite  a  bit  of  discussion  about  this  entire  transfer  issue 
that  we  brought  to  the  floor  in  this  same  manner,  although  not  the 
interpretation  that  you  see  here.  I  would  strongly  suggest  that  we 
truly  consider  this  legislation  immediately  because  I  think  it  has 
some  major  impact  now  for  many  of  the  schools  from  the  speakers 
that  we  have  heard  from  rather  than  in  terms  of  No.  75.  As  far  as 
deleting  any  of  the  information  or  changing  the  interpretation,  we 
may  want  to  allow  the  committee  to  come  back  with  a  redraft  of  some 
kind  as  far  as  the  interpretation  rather  than  to  dispose  of  this 
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legislation. 

Mr.  Carzo:  It  sounds  to  me  like  you  are  in  favor  of  a  different 
interpretation  rather  than  defeating  the  legislation. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  Would  this  be  the  point  to  make  that 
challenge? 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  am  not  sure  what  we  want  to  do.  We  have  an  option 
here  to  either  defeat  the  legislation  when  it  comes  up  for  vote  because 
of  the  way  it  is  written  or  to  challenge  that  interpretation  at  this 
point,  which  I  think  is  what  you  are  moving. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  I  would  like  to  move  that  very  much.  I 
don’t  agree  with  John  that  the  thing  to  do  is  vote  it  down  and  then 
come  back  a  year  from  now.  The  implications  are  significant  to  me. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Okay.  The  only  other  question  left  before  the  motion 
hits  the  floor  is  if  we  challenge  the  interpretation  and  we  find  that  the 
challenge  holds,  we  will  go  back  interpreting  this  as  academic 
eligibility  only.  Is  that  correct? 

Unidentified  Delegate:  That  is  exactly  what  I  would  like  to  do, 
yes. 

Ms.  Mitchell:  This  is  the  last  time,  hopefully,  I  will  have  to  tell  you 
about  this,  but  apparently  you  can.  Because  you  have  not  seen  these 
yet— they  just  had  this  discussion  in  Division  II  about  another 
interpretation— you  can  challenge  the  interpretation.  You  would 
have  to  either  vote  it  up  or  down.  You  could  not  modify  it.  You  either 
say  yes  or  no  to  the  interpretation,  and  then  the  steering  committee 
in  its  Post-Convention  Council  meeting  could  issue  a  new  interpretation 
that  would  deal,  as  Rocky  just  said,  with  academic  eligibility  only. 
You  would  not  do  that  today  however  because  we  are  not  officially 
voting.  So  you  would  wait  until  you  are  voting  on  Proposal  No.  27  and 
then  challenge  the  interpretation. 

Mr.  Carzo:  We  have  that  mechanism  available  to  us  tomorrow. 

David  L.  Warren  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University):  The  Presidents 
Commission  did  endorse  the  language  you  have  before  you.  It  would 
not  be  the  first  time  that  the  commission  had  endorsed  something 
that  the  Division  III  general  session  has  rejected.  One  of  the  things 
that  I  am  intent  on  doing  is  garnering  as  much  reform  as  possible  in 
this  Convention.  If  I  hear  the  debate  correctly,  it  does  sound  to  me  like 
there  is  substantial  consensus  for  the  academic  eligibility  question 
only.  I  wonder  if  I  could  be  so  presumptuous  as  to  just  see  a  show  of 
hands  as  to  whether  I  am  reading  that  reasonably  correctly;  that 
what  we  do  support  here  is  an  academic  eligibility  interpretation. 
Would  people  be  so  kind  as  to  put  their  hands  up  if  they  so  favor? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Who  is  in  favor? 

Mr.  Warren:  That  is  helpful  to  me.  What  that  suggests  to  me  is  that 
when  the  time  is  right  we  reject  the  interpretation  and  send  a  signal 
to  the  1  nterpretations  Committee  that  that  is  the  intent  that  this  body 
wishes  it  to  adopt.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we  adopt  No.  27, 
but  that  we  do  so  on  narrower  grounds.  Nonetheless,  we  adopt  it. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you,  Dave.  I  assume  that  the  mover  will  move 
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that  tomorrow  when  this  discussion  comes  up.  of  rlarifica- 

Sam  S.  Bedrosian  (Aurora  University);  Just  a  point 
tion.  In  the  intent  it  talks  about  the  student- athlete.  In  the  body  of  the 
recommendation  it  refers  to  student.  In  the  interpretation  it  talks 
about  the  student  would  have  been  eligible.  I  think 
comment  to  try  to  differentiate  between 

already  identified  with  the  team  as  opiwsed  to  the  student  who  has 
not  been  identified  with  a  team.  I  think  in  the  clarification  of  this, 

^^M^  Ca^oJ^Thank^yMU  Sam.  That  should  be  asked  tomorrow  by 

the  mover  that  not  only  it  be  amended  to  what  we  said 

in  addition  to  that,  clarify  student,  student- athlete,  and  the  inconsis- 

^^Sot^y  E?Morgan  (Christopher  Newp)rt  College);  Just  a  point 
of  information.  I  was  a  little  late  getting  in  this 

explained  it  then.  Why  are  we  delaying  voting  until  tomorrow 
«  ^ 

"'Mn'carzo:  The  original  schedule  we  had  set  up  was  printed  on 
your  schedule.  This  morning  I  made  the  comment  that  w®  ."9^ 
vote  until  tomorrow.  I  thought  that  it  would  be  a  little  bit  unfair  if 
some  people  did  not  attend  the  meetings  this  afternoon  and  we  went 

ahead  and  voted  without  them.  , .  c 

John  Zinda  (Claremont  McKenna -Harvey  Mudd-Scripps  (Al¬ 
leges)-  I  just  have  a  question  too  of  procedure  How  does  that 
inSretition  get  into  the  rule?  I  mean,  this  is  the  thing- we  always 

have  problems  with  the  rule  books.  We  got  a  f "1®  rLoWnd^if 

interpretations.  I f  the  word  “academic  is  not  in  that  rule  Iwok  and  if 
somebody  comes  on  board  later  and  they  read  the  rule  and  don  t  see  it 
(academic)  they  interpret  it  as  being  eligibility,  as  the  first  iiUerpre- 
tation  is  going  to  be.  So  they  may  not  let  somebody  compete.  How  do 
we  get  the  word  back  in  there  so  it  makes  itself  clear. 

Ms.  Mitchell:  When  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  issues  a 
new  interpretation  at  its  post-Convention  meeting,  it  could  ask  that 
this  interpretation  be  incorporated  in  the  1991-92  Manual.  That 

'^°Mn  Zinda^I  understand  that.  But  what  I  am  saying  is  that  getting 
back  and  reading  all  the  interpretations  does  not  always  happen  m  a 
day’s  work  of  an  athletics  director.  It  seems  if  it  could  be  made  clear 
in  the  rule  then  you  don’t  need  necessarily  to  interpret  it. 

Ms.  Mitchell:  I  agree  with  you,  and  I  think  ^at  that  would 
happen.  When  the  steering  committee  says  we  want  this  incorporated 
into  the  rule,  then  it  will  be  in  the  Manual  written  that^^^^^^^ 

Mr.  Marshall:  Nancy,  there  is  also  another  way.  The  Legislative 
Review  Committee  has  the  option  of  changing  the  wording  where  it  is 
very  clear  that  the  intent  is  to  make  the  wording  reflect  the 
tation.  That  committee  works  right  through  the  year  and  is  ongoing, 
and  there  is  Division  III  membership  on  that. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you,  Bill.  I  guess  ?Kw 

of  interpretations  is  to  bring  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  the  law 
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together.  When  there  is  a  problem  with  interpretation,  somebody  has 
to  do  it  in  order  to  clarify  it. 

Mr.  Bottoms:  I  would  like  to  follow-up  on  something  David 
Warren  mentioned  earlier.  When  he  did  ask  for  the  show  of  hands, 
clearly,  not  everybody  did  raise  their  hand.  I  think  it  would  be  helpful 
for  those  of  us  on  the  Council  and  maybe  everybody  in  this  room  to 
hear  if  there  are  people  in  the  room  who  think  we  seem  to  have  a 
consensus  that  people  should  be  academically  eligible  at  one  institution 
if  they  are  to  transfer  and  play.  If  somebody  has  a  sense  we  should  not 
go  that  way,  1  would  like  to  hear  them  speak.  I  have  not  heard  them 
speak  to  that. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Would  you  like  a  straw  vote?  Would  that  help? 

Remo  H.  Riciputi  (University  of  Southern  Maine):  I  would  first  of 
all  like  to  offer  that  someone  should  editorially  amend  Proposal  Nos. 
76-B  and  76-C  to  reflect  that  there  are  institutions  on  a  term  basis 
rather  than  semester  basis. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  We  will  make  note  of  that. 

Mr.  Riciputi;  And  I  will  offer  a  point  of  view  that  may  not  be  too 
popular.  Perhaps  we  should  consider  the  legislation  as  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  has  it.  That  is,  that  even  for  behavioral  purposes,  a  student  is 
ineligible.  There  appears  to  be  a  great  deal  of  concern  about  over¬ 
legislation.  But  every  institution  legislates  every  single  student  they 
get.  There  are  certain  criteria  the  student  must  meet  to  get  in.  There 
arc  certain  criteria  that  coaches  lay  down  on  their  players.  There  are 
certain  criteria  that  institutions  impose  upon  their  students  to 
remain  as  students  or  to  be  put  on  probation  or  to  be  suspended. 
Students  are  aware  of  these,  including  student-athletes.  This  is  my 
third  Convention.  Invariably,  I  hear  at  the  microphones  members  of 
athletics  departments  who  rightfully  stand  up  and  fight  for  their 
programs.  I  seldom  hear  from  the  academic  component,  who  invariably 
try  to  underline  student  in  student-athlete  in  comparison  to  athletics 
departments,  who  underline  athlete  in  student-athlete,  and  some  who 
try  to  strike  a  real  balance. 

Probably  the  worst  thing  we  face  is  the  very  deadly  two-edged 
sword— the  Division  III  philosophy  and  yet  having  championships. 
Everybody  wants  to  be  a  champion,  which  means  that  there  is  an 
emphasis  on  fielding  the  best  possible  team  to  become  a  champion, 
which  means  you  attract  better  students  and  among  that  pool 
hopefully  better  student-athletes.  But  if  a  student  breaks  the  rules  on 
the  court  or  on  the  field  of  play,  they  are  penalized.  If  a  coach  lays 
down  the  rules  or  an  institution  lays  down  the  rules  for  appropriate 
behavior  in  order  to  remain  a  member  of  that  institution  or  a  member 
of  a  team  and  a  student-athlete  who  was  on  the  team  knowingly 
breaks  the  rule,  then  a  penalty  is  incurred.  I  don’t  think  that  this 
body  should  encourage  a  student  who  knows  and  breaks  the  rules  and 
is  penalized  by  becoming  ineligible  the  opportunity  to  immediately 
transfer  and  be  eligible  to  compete  in  that  same  year. 

Mr.  Bogan:  Before  we  vote  on  this,  can  we  have  the  parliamentar¬ 
ian  give  us  the  interpretation  of  whether  we  can  do  what  I  heard 
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Nancy  say  and  what  I  have  heard  other  people  say?  You  are  going  to 
pass  something,  and  then  you  are  going  to  gije  it  a  different 
interpretation,  and  that  has  really  got  me  confused.  I  would  li^  the 
parliamentarian  to  come  to  some  agreement  whether  we  can  do  this 
or  not.  I  don’t  think  we  can.  I  think  when  you  pass  this,  you  live  with 
this  And  1  would  like  to  have  that  clarified  before  we  vote  tomorrow. 

Joseph  O’Rourke  (Wabash  College):  It  occurs  to  me  that  every 
institution  has  an  obligation  to  survey  the  credentials  of  an  applicant 
for  transfer.  And  it  seems  that  all  the  information  necessary  would  be 
in  those  credentials.  So  1  really  don’t  see  the  issue  in  terms  of  having 

to  accept  the  student  automatically.  *  ♦w 

Mr  Carzo:  Thank  you,  Joe.  I  would  like  to  move  on  to  the  other 
legislation.  I  think  we  have  a  feel  for  what  it  is  we  are  trying  to  do  with 
this  piece  of  legislation.  We  are  going  to  try  to  get  some  clarity  for  you 
to  let  you  know  if  we  can  officially  have  that  sent  back  tomorrow  and 
vote  on  it  as  we  hope  it  will  be  interpreted 
We  have  not  had  a  chance  to  talk  about  Proposal  No.  75  or  No.  /b 
if  anyone  would  like  to  bring  up  any  discussion  on  those  two 
nroposals.  They  probably  were  included  in  previous  discussion.  1  he 
fact  that  we  talk  about  it  today  does  not  preclude  any  discussion 
tomorrow.  What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  give  you  as  much  background 
as  possible  so  we  can  go  reasonably  expeditiously  tomorrow  We  will 
go  into  playing  season.  Resolution  No.  117-develop  legislation  to 
define  fall,  winter,  spring  starting  dates  for  all  sports.  I  think  we 
heard  some  discussion  on  that  this  morning. 

George  M.  Harmon  (Millsaps  College):  Rocco,  a  few  moments 
ago  you  mentioned  a  atraw  vote.  Think  about  it.  We  had  a  .atraw  vote 
on  how  many  would  be  in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  27  if  it  were  limited  to 
academic.  I  Wed  for  that  because,  like  David,  1  would  like  something 
rather  than  nothing.  On  the  other  hand,  there  may  be  substantial 
sentiment  for  No.  27  as  it  is.  1  think  the  argument  made  a  moment 
ago  was  quite  cogent  and  in  line  with  my  thinking,  at  least  I  would 
like  to  see  a  straw  vote  as  to  whether  or  not  the  sentiment  of  the  body 

is  to  accept  No.  27  as  it  is.  ,  ,  -  ,  *  .. 

Mr  Carzo:  Okay.  I  think  we  can  do  that  right  now.  All  those  m 
favor  of  Proposal  No.  27  with  the  interpretation  and  the  way  it  is 
worded  now  that  we  presented  to  you  previously,  please  raise  your 
hands  Okay.  All  those  opposed.  Apparently,  they  want  it  reinter¬ 
preted.  Thank  you,  George. 

We  were  discussing  Resolution  No.  117;  if  there  is  anybody  who 
would  like  to  clarify  that  in  any  way.  The  proposers  are  here.  If  not, 
we  will  move  on  to  Proposal  No.  1 1 8,  which  you  remember  is  the 
legislation  that  brings  back  the  two  basketball  senmmaps  that  were 
eliminated  last  year  by  virtue  of  a  legislative  proWern  We  will  look  at 
Resolution  No.  119— Summer  Basketball-Division  III  The  essence 
of  that  allows  more  than  one  Division  III  student-athlete  from  the 
same  institution  to  play  on  the  same  team  in  an  approved  summer 

basketballleaguc.  Any  concerns  about  No.  119.^ 

Timothy  E.  Morgan  (Christopher  Newport  College):  Point  of 


clarification,  perhaps  point  of  interpretation.  Would  that  legislation 
allow  virtually  a  whole  basketball  team  to  participate  in  a  summer 
league? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes,  it  is  my  understanding  that  it  would  allow  a  whole 
basketball  team  to  play  together  in  an  approved  summer  basketball 
league.  The  way  the  ruling  is  now,  your  whole  basketball  team  could 
play  together  in  an  unapproved  league,  so  this  is  the  first  step  in 
getting  it  back.  You  are  forcing  it  back  into  approved  leagues.  Then 
we  can  move  it  back  to  one  or  two  players,  whatever.  Last  year,  there 
was  very  strong  sentiment  about  not  worrying  about  that  issue,  but 
maybe  it  is  alive  again  this  year. 

Paul  C.  Hausser  (New  Jersey  Institute  of  Technology):  In  that 
approved  league,  what  are  the  criteria  that  the  NCAA  uses  for  an 
approved  summer  league?  I  say  one  is  what  the  criteria  are  on  the 
approval  of  a  league  in  the  summertime.  Can  you  get  a  summer 
league  approved  with  more  than  one  from  an  institution?  I  doubt  it. 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (NCAA):  I  hope  I  can  do  this  in  a  clear  way, 
but  it  is  difficult.  A  couple  of  years  ago  some  Division  III  institutions 
thought  they  were  doing  away  with  the  summer  basketball  league 
regulations  entirely.  The  way  that  the  legislation  was  written  up,  all 
it  did  was  take  care  of  the  fact  that  you  did  not  need  written 
permission.  A  Division  III  student-athlete  did  not  need  written 
permission  from  his  or  her  athletics  director  to  participate  in  a 
league,  and  the  legislation  took  out  the  limitation  on  the  number  of 
student-athletes  for  unapproved  leagues.  So  right  now,  whether  you 
are  aware  of  it  or  not,  the  way  the  legislation  was  drawn  up  and  what 
you  voted  in  a  couple  of  years  ago  allows  your  whole  team  to  play  on 
a  league,  but  that  league  cannot  get  sanctioned.  If  this  legislation 
goes  in— as  I  understand  it  from  an  interpretive  matter— a  summer 
basketball  league  would  be  able  to  be  approved  even  if  you  had  more 
than  one  Division  III  student-athlete  on  that  team.  Right  now,  you 
cannot  get  a  league  approved  and  have  more  than  one  Division  III 
student-athlete  from  that  team.  But  this  would  say  you  could  get  the 
league  approved. 

Mr.  Hausser:  The  question  is  still  there.  How  do  you  get  a  summer 
league  approved?  Say  I  want  to  use  four  of  my  basketball  players  on 
a  team  and  formulate  a  summer  league  with  other  institutions.  Then 
we  don’t  have  a  specific  number  here.  We  said  none. 

Ms.  Mitchell:  The  answer  to  your  question  may  be  the  other 
things  that  need  to  be  done  by  a  summer  basketball  league  director  to 
get  a  league  approved.  They  have  to  fill  out  an  application  and  certify 
a  number  of  things  listed  in  Bylaw  30.1 1.  One  of  those  things  is  the 
league  cannot  have  on  its  staff  any  person  associated  in  any 
employment  capacity  with  any  two-year  or  four-year  college.  So  your 
coaches  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  be  with  your  student- athletes.  But 
your  student-athletes  could  all  be  together  on  the  same  team.  There 
are  other  criteria  as  well.  The  players  cannot  be  paid.  They  cannot  be 
farther  than  100  miles  from  the  institution.  No  admission  shall  be 
charged  for  the  summer  basketball  league.  So  all  of  those  criteria 
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would  say:  Division  lU  you  could  have  more  than  one  and  still  get 

that  league  if  they  meet  the  other  cnteria. 

Ms.  Mitchell:  It  is  my  understanding  that  that  is  wha 
legislation  would  do. 

"■■itn  d”  SrUffialem  State  College):  ThU  U  a  g»d  exam^e  of 

onTlSe  longer  because  of  what  I  heard  you  say,  Rkco,  Maybe  I  M 
r  “Sweetly.  But  1 

“’Mr  CarzoTthLk  when  we  responded  to  this,  John,  as  near  as  I 
weTconcerned  that  unlimiUd  numbers  of  kids  were 

SS  "gather  in  unapproved  leagues.  And  if  they  are  gomg  m 

numbers,  they  ought  to  be  playing  m  agues.  It  is 

question  of  whether  or  not  you  want  them  there  or  not.  - 

Mr  Galaris:  Right.  Whose  thinking  was  this,  the  steering 
commito’a?  Becaufe  1  don’t  believe  that  the  membership  intended 

‘"SSr^^cir  frnryoTbelLVrnm^^^^^  in  the  Mddle 

is  eSy  correct.  This  body  a  couple  of  years  ago  voted  alm^t 

laSSSSiSiS 

player  per  school  on  the  team.  So  if  two  people  ^ 

Marshall  wanted  to  play  in  a  New  York  surnmer  bas^^^^^^ 
they  could  not  if  it  was  sanctioned  by  the  NCAA.  They  could  p  y 
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was  not  a  sanctioned  league.  So  this  legislation  puts  in  seven  words  ; 
that  we  hope  will  allow  two,  three,  four  or  five  kids  to  play  together  in  i 
2  league  that  is,  indeed,  sanctioned  and  which  includes  athletes  from 
Divisions  1  and  II  who  have  to  go  through  all  the  paperwork  and  all 
the  rigmarole  to  play  in  that  league.  What  we  have  done  is  deregulate  , 
it.  Instead  of  having  you  sign  all  these  papers  and  constantly  keep  ^ 
track  of  where  all  the  people  are  playing,  they  are  saying,  “Well,  play. 

Have  a  good  time,” 

Unidentified  Delegate:  The  way  I  read  that  legislation  is  that 
we  can  have  unlimited  numbers  in  sanctioned  leagues,  but  cannot  in 
unsanctioned  leagues.  Is  that  the  interpretation? 

Ms.  Mitchell:  No.  Right  now  you  can  play  in  a  nonsanctioned 
league  as  many  as  you  want.  That  is  what  happened  a  couple  of  years 
ago.  This  legislation  simply  extends  that.  It  does  not  do  anything  to 
what  happened  a  couple  of  years  ago.  So  you  can  have  as  many,  if  this 
passes,  in  a  nonsanctioned  or  a  sanctioned  league.  I  hope  that 
answered  your  question. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Any  other  questions  regarding  the  summer  basketball 
provision?  The  next  one  has  to  do  with  Resolution  No.  68,  student- 
athlete  eligibility  for  professional  draft.  Would  anyone  like  to  discuss 
that  for  any  reason?  That  seems  to  be  a  Division  III  problem. 
Proposal  No.  69,  amateur  status;  Proposal  No.  70,  preenrollment 
training  expenses.  Some  of  these  are,  obviously,  to  try  to  get  in  line 
with  the  USOC  and  allow  our  people  to  progress  to  the  Olympics  in 
some  sense  of  decency.  Proposal  No.  71  allows  developmental  training 
expenses  from  the  USOC  or  national  governing  body  during  summer 
vacation;  No.  72  allows  conferences  to  use  names  or  pictures  of 
student-athletes  for  charitable  or  educational  activities.  I  think  that 
handles  all  the  amateurism  issues. 

We  go  to  multidivision  classification,  Proposal  No.  49.  Institutions’ 
women’s  programs  cannot  be  in  a  division  other  than  membership 
division  with  the  exception  of  programs  so  classified  prior  to 
January  1 1, 1991 .  Any  problems  with  that?  In  some  of  the  proposals 
in  the  multidivision  classification,  when  we  went  to  the  restructuring 
meetings,  there  were  a  lot  of  concessions  that  had  to  be  made  between 
divisions  and  a  lot  of  understandings  that  had  to  take  place.  Some  of 
this  legislation  deals  with  providing  championship  opportunities  for 
people  who  may  be  displaced  when  III  goes  to  III  only.  So  this  allows 
in  some  of  this  multidivision  reorganization  opportunities  for  all 
athletes  who  by  virtue  of  this  restructuring  may  be  displaced  from  an 
opportunity  to  participate  in  a  championship.  Some  of  these  resolutions 
deal  with  championship  opportunities  that  don’t  meet  normal  criteria 
or  creation  of  championship  opportunities  for  those  people  who  might 
be  displaced  should  they  choose  to  go  to  another  division.  Proposal 
No.  50,  Divisions  II  and  III  cannot  classify  women’s  basketball  in 
Division  I;  No.  51,  Divisions  II  and  III  need  Division  I  Steering 
Comrnittee  approval  to  have  sports  classified  in  Division  I.  That  is  in 
line  with  the  principle  that  the  inequities  occur  playing  down,  not  up. 

And  if  by  virtue  of  your  institution  you  decide  to  play  up,  you  have  to 
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will  be  acceplable.  No.  51-1  |s  ““’"lEerSTaVfiw  tears 
time  to  finish  their  careers  at  the  institution  that  they  intenaea 

don’t  tWnlTthat  was  the  intent  when  it  was  amended. 

They  want  a  total  of  eight. 

Mr  Hotchkiss:  But  do  you  understand  my  question, 

Careori  am  not  sure  I  understand  the  question  I  asked 
Nanev  if  she  did  She  does  not,  either.  But  maybe  you  want  to  bring 
tMs  aufsttrup  at  the  general  business  session  to  the  people  who 

JJade  that  amendment.  It  was  largely  a  ”,X'ighrvears 

“Ar!  Tto  gWeTt&Te  years  left;  if  they  recruited 

Mr  Carzo:  1  don't  think  that  is  what  they  intended  I  think  at  the 
end  of  three  renew.  Then  you  have  five  years.  If  som^hmg  happens, 

^uhaieal'vejear  period  because  the  people  in  thatfir^stclass^ 

Ce  a  five-yrar  pfriod  to  participate  in  tte 

clas?iSion,  Projxial  No,  52,  may  petition  for  multidivis  on 
classification  in  the  sport  in  which  the  only  championslnp  is 
national  collegiate  championship.  No.  53.  Divisions  I 
be  classified  in  Division  III  in  football  effective  1993,  No.  63-1  is  tne 

III  status  in  football  prior  to  September  1,  1983,  would  they  be 

nllnwpd  to  remain  in  the  championship  picture. 

Mr  Carzo:  You  mean  are  those  people  who  are  presently  P^^ymg 
down  in  Dwfsion  III  championships  or  those  that  are  Division  III  all 

^^Mr^&^ark:  No,  not  Division  III  all  the  way  through.  I 

abou^‘  Division  I  Institutions  who  are  fielding  Division  HI  football 

teams  with  Division  I  support  from  training  staff, 

^  Carzo:  No,  sir.  In  ’93,  they  go.  Unless  you  amend  it  to  96 
Mr  Clark:  Referencing  Page  101  of  the  agenda  here  Juine  3  of  the 
small  print:  “Except  that  an  institution  that  had  its  football  program 
classified  in  Division  III  prior  to  September  1  . ... 
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Mr.  Clark:  That  is  all  gone? 

Mr.  Carzo:  That  will  be  deleted,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Clark:  So  there  will  be  no  Division  1  schools  fielding  Division 
III  football  teams? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Our  objective  was  to  make  sure  the  Division  III 
football  championship  did  not  have  any  people  playing  down  in  that 
championship  after  ’93.  As  you  can  see,  it  has  been  amended  to  ’96. 
But  what  you  want  is  there  in  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Clark:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

Alvin  J.  Van  Wie  (College  of  Wooster);  I  would  urge  the  Division 
III  membership  to  vote  against  the  amendment;  1996  in  the  N(i:AA  is 
infinity.  I  really  think  that  we  have  to  be  ready  to  speak  on  the  floor 
and  fight  on  the  floor  for  the  ’93  date.  And  I  say  that  with  all  sincerity. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else  like  to  respond  to  the 
amendment?  We  have  been  a  long  time  getting  to  this  1993  issue,  T 
will  tell  you  that. 

Royce  N.  Flippin  Jr.  (Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology): 
J  ust  to  clarify;  this  has  come  up  for  discussion  both  in  the  EC  AC  and 
also  NC  AA  last  year.  If  this  is  passed  and  Divisions  I  and  II  cannot 
be  a  Division  III  football-playing  institution  for  championship 
purposes,  we  are  still  sajnng  that  Divisions  I  and  II  institutions  can 
play  a  Division  III  institution  if  they  choose  to.  That  raises  some 
issues.  If  they  still  meet  Divisions  I  or  II  criteria  and  are  not  meeting 
those  criteria,  their  chances  for  that  championship  are  damaged. 
That  is  important  for  MIT  and  the  eight  institutions  that  comprise 
the  Eastern  Collegiate  Football  Conference  because  four  of  those 
eight  will  be  Division  III  in  two  years.  Three  will  be  Division  II  and 
one  will  be  Division  I.  it  is  very  important  that  we  continue  our 
workable  football  conference  all  with  the  same  objectives  while  we 
are  in  three  different  divisions. 

Mr.  Carzo:  1  don’t  think  there  is  any  question  about  the  interpre¬ 
tation.  Division  Ills  can  play  Division  IIs  or  whatever  they  choose. 
But  those  non-Division  III  people  will  not  be  allowed  to  participate  in 
the  championship.  You  might  want  to  make  sure  that  both  of  us  are 
on  the  same  side,  Royce.  Sorry  about  that.  Royce,  you  can  always  use 
our  goal  post,  if  you  like. 

Mr.  Flippin:  Judy  just  mentioned  to  me  that  the  Division  I-AAA 
group,  in  grappling  with  their  issues,  are  particularly  going  to  focus 
on  making  this  kind  of  scheduling  even  more  possible,  which  is  good 
news  for  people  like  us. 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  think  so.  Thank  you,  Royce.  That  is  a  good  point.  Let 
me  get  down  to  Resolution  No.  54. 1  think  we  have  said  enough  about 
trying  to  defeat  No.  53-1,  the  amendment.  This  is  a  resolution  to 
develop  legislation  to  establish  a  Division  I-AAA  football  classifica¬ 
tion.  We  want  to  support  that  as  strongly  as  possible  to  help  those 
people  develop  that  championship  because  we  committed  to  provide 
them  an  opportunity  to  develop  their  own  championship.  I  think  that 
is  moving  in  the  right  direction  reasonably  quick.  It  seems  to  be  a 
very  attractive  classification  for  a  lot  of  schools.  Proposal  No.  55, 
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Division  II  championships  continue  even  with  failure  to  meet 
minimum  percentage  sponsorship  requirements.  And,  in  certain 
sports  where  that  is  a  particular  problem  by  virtue  of  restructuring, 
we  agreed  to  support  Division  II  in  this  issue  even  if  they  came  down 
to  having  two  teams  play  in  the  national  championship.  We  would 
support  that  to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  redevelop  a  championship 
and  show  schools  that  there  would  be  a  championship  if  they 
developed  teams  in  that  area.  That  is  part  of  our  agreement  with  the 
mutual  support  that  we  discussed  through  that  restructuring  commit¬ 
tee.  Proposal  No.  56,  Division  II  eligible  for  Division  I  championships 
only  if  Division  II  does  not  offer  championships. 

Virgil  A.  Thiesfeld  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Stevens  Point):  I 
would  like  to  address  briefly  the  first  four  on  the  top  of  the  pink 
sheet- Proposal  Nos.  56,  56-1,  56-2.  and  57.  Proposal  No.  56  was 
developed  by  the  Council  for  the  purpose  of  reserving  Division  III 
championships  for  Division  III  institutions.  However,  the  Council 
recognized  the  problems  this  would  cause  for  Division  II  institutions 
and  brought  forward  Proposal  No.  57,  which  is  to  develop  legislation 
to  establish  a  two-team  one  contest  Division  II  championship  in  field 
hockey,  ice  hockey  and  lacrosse.  As  a  proposal  to  develop  legislation, 
that  may  or  may  not  be  passed  at  a  subsequent  Convention.  The 
members  who  sponsored  Nos.  56-1  and  56-2  recognized  these  problems 
and  had  proposed  an  exception  for  ice  hockey.  For  No.  56-1,  the 
explanation  on  the  pink  sheet  makes  it  clear  that  this  would  be  an 
exception,  and  for  No.  56-2,  there  would  be  an  exception  only  if 
approved  by  Division  III  institutions  who  sponsor  ice  hockey. 

There  are  nine  Division  II  institutions  affected  by  Proposal  No. 
56 —seven  in  the  East  and  two  in  the  West.  The  sponsors  of  Nos.  56- 
1  and  56-2  are  sensitive  to  the  impact  it  will  have  on  our  colleagues 
from  those  Division  II  institutions.  A  move  to  Division  I  would  mean 
an  increase  in  a  Division  II  institution’s  operating  budget  in  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  and  in  some  cases,  if  they  have  an 
inadequate  facility,  they  would  need  to  construct  a  new  hockey 
facility.  This  certainly  is  not  cost  savings. 

Also,  if  the  Division  II  members  move  to  Division  I,  some  of  the 
Division  III  teams  in  the  West  will  have  significant  scheduling 
problems  and  most  likely  will  increase  their  expenses  for  travel.  The 
existing  NCHA  conference  in  the  West  may  have  to  be  dissolved.  So 
rather  than  helping  Division  III  institutions,  it  certainly  may  harm 
some  Division  III  institutions.  The  national  championships  in  ice 
hockey  have  not  been  dominated  by  Division  II  institutions  playing 
in  the  Division  III  championship.  We  feel  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of 
Division  III  nonscholarship  hockey  to  approve  No.  56-1  or,  at  the  very 
least,  approve  No.  56-2  so  that  the  hockey-playing  schools  can  decide. 
The  Presidents  Commission  took  no  stand  on  the  issue.  Therefore, 
they  have  not  opposed  it. 

Mr-  Carzo:  Thank  you.  That  was  a  good  presentation.  Anyone  not 
understand  Nos.  56-1  and  56-2  providing  an  opportunity  for  exceptions 
to  Division  HI  ice  hockey  championships  in  Divisions  I  and  II 
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providing  that  exception  with  the  approval  of  the  recognized  steering 
committee?  Those  are  both  “playing  down”  situations.  Any  questions? 
Thank  you.  No.  57,  a  resolution  to  develop  legislation  to  establish 
Division  II  championships  in  field  hockey,  men’s  ice  hockey  and 
men’s  lacrosse.  In  line  with  the  other  legislation,  we  said  we  would 
support  it  to  help  them  develop  their  championships.  No.  60  eliminates 
conference  voting  privileges.  No.  62  permits  a  membership  division 
to  adopt  playing  rules  not  common  to  all  divisions.  We  had  quite  a  bit 
of  discussion  this  morning  on  Nos.  62  and  63  with  No.  63  being  a 
resolution  and  No.  62  being  a  proposal.  The  proposal  in  No.  62  is  to 
allow  divisions  to  develop  their  own  playing  rules.  The  resolution  that 
we  moved  in  front  of  that  was  No.  63,  which  gives  us  one  year  to 
develop  and  determine  through  a  series  of  meetings  with  the  cham¬ 
pionships  committee.  Executive  Committee  and  sports  committees 
the  feasibility  of  developing  playing  rules  by  division  and  bringing 
that  back  to  you  next  year  in  the  form  of  legislation. 

Jeffrey  Vennell  (University  of  Rochester):  Assuming  that  No.  63 
passes,  what  if  we  took  a  straw  vote  of  this  body  on  whether  we  would 
like  the  football  goal  post  narrowed?  If  that  vote  was  positive  and  that 
knowledge  along  with  the  passage  of  No.  63  were  sent  to  the 
Executive  Committee  asking  for  a  year  off.. . 

Mr.  Carzo:  The  effective  date,  you  mean? 

Mr.  Vennell:  The  effective  date.  Because  with  the  straw  vote 
knowledge  that  the  steering  committee  would  take,  you  might 
probably  come  back  to  us  next  year  with  that  football  goal  post  being 
put  back  wide  again.  Would  it  help  if  you  pass  No.  63  along  with  a 
straw  vote  that  strongly  shows  support  for  the  goal  post  not  being 
narrowed  and  asked  the  Executive  Committee  for  one-year  relief?  If 
it  would,  then  I  would  like  to  call  for  a  straw  vote. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Jeff,  let  me  respond  to  that  by  making  sure  everyone 
understands  what  we  are  talking  about.  What  Jeff  is  suggesting  to 
me  is  that  if  No.  63  passes — right  now  we  are  mandated  to  narrow  the 
goal  posts  for  next  year — we  have  a  resolution  saying  that  we  will 
re  study  the  whole  issue  of  football  playing  rules  by  division.  And  we 
may  decide  next  year  to  go  back  and  widen  them  again.  So  he  is 
asking  if  there  is  a  possibility  of  taking  that  concern  by  this 
constituency  to  the  Executive  Committee  and  asking  to  delay  the 
effective  installation  of  the  narrowed  goal  posts,  which  are  supposed 
to  go  in  this  fall.  Is  that  what  you  said,  Jeff? 

Mr.  Vennell:  Yes.  You  said  it  better. 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  don’t  know  what  the  feasibility  or  the  probability  of 
that  is,  but  I  have  no  qualms  whatsoever  of  doing  it. 

Mr.  Vennell:  Then  I  would  like  to  call  for  that  straw  vote,  please. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Okay.  Jeff  has  asked  for  a  straw  vote  on  whether  or  not 
you  would  like  to  charge  me  and  the  steering  committee  with  taking 
the  issue  up  of  delaying  the  effective  date  of  narrowing  the  goal  posts 
for  one  year.  All  those  in  favor.  Excuse  me.  Is  there  a  problem  before 
we  vote? 

Unidentified  Delegate:  I.et’s  vote  the  clock  right  in  with  it. 
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Mr  Carzo:  Okay.  We  are  including  in  this  mandate 
drawing  up  for  the  steering  committee  don’t  know 

The  clock  has  already  been  .  ,  .  ^j^^rge  that  you  are  giving 

whether  that  is  necessary  to  more  specifically,  because  the 

us.  But  what  we  are  ta  king  talk  about 

effective  date  of  the  goal  post  is  this  fa  g  ^  taking  this 

goalposts.  Okay.  Just  goal 

recommendation  to  the  Exec  xViank  vou  We  will  do  what  we 
Daddies.  All  those  opposed.  It  failed  Thank  you.  we  win  u 

that  you  are  planning  ^  ^Xntion .  in  his  remarks  this 

SSn^,nTwerSouta|^^^^^^ 

something  L  restructuring^based  on  the  philosophy 

committee.  It  has  been  thoroug  y  ixjlitical  hot  potato  in 

I  would  encourage  you  to  suPI^rt  No.  46^ 

the  way  in  which  substitutions  were  ntoo  nVinut  solvinK 

sXw  X  giving  direction  to  the  gWe  y»  S 

message  sent  back. 

2a^to.  We^TeWrt^^^^^^  to  have  a  straw  vote  taken  on 
whJtW  or  not  you  would  like-this  is  actually  ^/ecision,  I  guess- 

inders^rnd  LS^haU^ 

^^Mr.  Vennell:  What  you  are  asking  is  to  go  back  to  the  former  rule, 
I  assume^  correct  What  you  are  voting  on  is  whether  or 

S  ^  tiiE, » .1.  ~i"  •"i"™?.!:! 
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would  like.  Anyone  who  would  like  to  speak  to  the  issue  before  we  take 
a  straw  vote? 

Mr.  Flippin:  Just  to  clarify,  Roc,  we  are  talking  about  taking  it 
back  or  whatever  you  were  saying  for  Division  III  only.  We  were  not 
asking  to  take  a  straw  vote  to  change  the  rule  for  all  three  divisions. 

Mr.  Carzo:  No  sir, 

Mr.  Flippin:  Just  Division  III. 

Mr.  Carzo:  That  is  a  good  point.  We  are  only  talking  about 
amending  that  for  Division  HI.  We  are  talking  about  the  soccer 
substitution  rule  being  changed  back  to  where  it  was  previously. 
Anybody  have  a  problem  with  that  or  like  to  discuss  it  before  we 
straw  vote  it?  All  those  in  favor  of  doing  that  please  raise  your 
paddles.  All  those  opposed.  Thank  you.  It  obviously  passed.  We  will 
take  those  issues  back  to  the  post-Convention  Council  meeting.  We 
will  sec  what  we  can  do.  No.  74  has  been  withdrawn.  Nos.  94  and  95 
both  deal  with  new  membership  in  Division  III.  The  Division  III 
Steering  Committee  could  not  really  get  a  handle  on  this  because  we 
did  not  know  why  either  one  or  two  years  were  required  after  they  met 
the  certification  requirements.  There  was  a  waiting  period.  Most  of 
the  time  that  waiting  period  was  waived  by  application  from  the 
institutions.  So  we  have  no  specific  reaction  to  those  two  proposals  to 
enlighten  you  one  way  or  another.  It  is  a  remnant  from  a  few  years 
back  that  no  one  recalls.  I  think  it  has  to  do  with  scholarship  athletes 
being  left  over.  But  I  think  that  is  handled  in  the  four-year  waiting 
period  as  it  is.  Would  anyone  like  to  discuss  those  two?  If  not,  we  will 
go  to  No.  99,  which  permits  Divisions  II  and  III  to  provide  a  meal  to 
a  prospect’s  parents  during  a  nonofficial  visit,  even  when  a  meal  is 
not  available  to  prospective  students’  parents.  We  are  obviously 
opposed  to  that,  but  that  is  certainly  an  individual  decision  if  you 
want  to  feed  parents.  Okay? 

Refer  to  Proposal  No.  39.  We  hope  that  tomorrow  this  will  be 
introduced  and  proposed  as  No.  39.  We  are  not  sure  yet  how  we  will 
deal  with  fragmenting  it  for  voting,  but  we  will  ask  that.  We  need  to 
determine  whether  or  not  we  will  vote  on  No.  39  and  then  the 
amendments  to  No.  39  to  characterize  the  original  proposal;  or, 
whether  we  want  to  go  with  No.  39,  have  that  approved  and  then 
break  it  down  for  voting  by  sections  and  then  deal  with  each 
amendment  with  each  section,  so  that  A  would  be  whatever  corres¬ 
ponding  amendment  would  be.  We  would  deal  with  the  amendment 
first.  If  it  passes,  A  becomes  amended.  If  not,  we  deal  with  the 
original  one.  So  we  will  have  the  exact  mechanics  of  that  for  you 
tomorrow.  You  are  aware  that  Nos.  39-A  and  39-B  are  dealing  with 
definitions  about  athletically  related  activities  and  athletics  playing 
seasons.  No.  39-C  requires  one  day  off  per  week  during  football  and 
basketball  and  during  traditional  segments  in  other  sports.  We  have 
heard  very  few  objections  to  those  first  three  in  any  way,  shape  or 
form.  No.  39-D  requires  three  days  off  per  week  during  the  non  tradi¬ 
tional  segment.  That  in  itself  has  not  had  a  very  strong  negative 
response  at  this  time. 
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No  39-E  specifies  no  missed  class  time  for  practice  during 

traditional  segment  except  when  team  p 

home  contests.  That  is  not  being  contested.  No.  39-F  specities  no 

missed  class  time  for  practice  or  f  XL  ' 

sefiment.  If  there  has  been  a  sensitive  issue  throughout  this  whole  Na 
l&sal,  that  is  one.  I  think  it  will  be  dealt  w.^  ‘^e 

nroTOS^  or  the  mover.  Okay.  The  amendments  to  No.  39-1  tor 
pur^ses  of  No.  39-C  and  No.  39-F  allows  for  clarity  in  traditional 
LgS^Lnt  of  the  season  where  most  contests  are  played 
amendment  developed  by  the  steering  committee  that  a^ows  y^  to 
reverse  your  traditional  and  nontraditional  season  by  more 

than  50  percent  of  your  contests  in  that  particular  season.  We  think 
that  thaOs  a  good  amendment,  but  may  not  be  applicable  when  other 
actions  are  taken.  No.  39-2,  exception  to  No.  39-F  to  participate  in. 
No  39-2  was  to  give  you  relief  to  participate  in  traditional  champiom 
ships,  one  or  two,  during  your  nontraditional  season,  and  ^^^se  a  e 
Nos  39-2  and  39-3.  If  No.  39-F  fails,  those  become  moot  No  39-4 
limitations  on  athletically  related  activities  do  not  apply  wh^  classes 
are  not  in  session.  It  has  not  been  a  problem  or  concern.  No  3^H 

which  is  in  order  after  the  amendments,  11 1 sk  to 

exam  periods,  and  you  know  by  your  program  that  we  will  ask  to 

eliminL  that  All  that  wording  underneath  there 

39-4  deletes  No.  39-H,  which  1  just  mentioned  previously.  Chuck,  do 

you  want  to  question  something  or  do  you  want  to  go  through  them 

^^*^Siarles  Gordon  (Emory  University):  I  would  like  a  pmnt 

clarification.  We  had  received  the  interpretations  or  cornment  that 

both  Nos.  39-C  and  39  D  would  be  construed  as  individual  situations 
rather  than  team.  In  other  words,  the  football 

take  the  same  day  off  for  all  players  on  the  team  and  that  a  motball 
player  who  misses  class  on  Wednesday  can  then  participate 
six  days  of  the  week.  That  makes  a 

of  our  conference  in  how  wc  approach  Nos.  39-C  39-D  ^m^e  we 

got  into  this  issue  earlier  today  about  let  s  interpret 
we  pass  them,  1  think  it  is  important  that  we  understand  that  e  ther 
No  Vc  applies  to  the  entire  team  or  it  applies  to  the  individuals  on 
the  team.  That  makes  a  big  difference  in  trying  to  keep  track  l-his 
Mr  Carzo:  That  is  a  good  question.  Chuck,  and  I  really  appreciate 
it.T  am  not  going  to  try  to  dodge  it,  but  1  don’t  want  to  ariswer  or 
interpret  it  without  discussing  it  with  the  steenng 
going  to  ask  the  steering  committee  if  it  will  stick  ^  , 

meeting  is  over  so  we  can  have  a  discussion  regarding  that  jssue 
think  it  is  important  before  we  vote  on  that  to  give  you  a  straig 
answer. 

Mr.  Gordon:  Thank  you.  ,  ,  ^  i  xt  qq 

Mr  Carzo:  You  are  welcome.  1  think  we  ended  at  Pro^sal  No  39, 
Amendment  4.  No.  39-1,  first  contest  of  sports  ^‘■her  than  football, 
basketball  and  ice  hockey  not  before  September  7  There  has  been 
very  little  reaction  to  that,  if  any.  No.  39-o  allows  for  practice 
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scrimmage  August  24.  When  we  set  the  original  dates  we  did  not  have 
the  language  in  it  to  allow  us  to  scrimmage  prior  to  September  7.  So 
we  amended  that  because  of  the  input  that  we  got  from  people  in 
various  meetings  that  we  attended.  No.  39-5  allows  you  to  practice 
August  24,  and  it  becomes  part  of  the  September  7  date.  That  will  be 
added  to  that.  First  football  contest  may  not  be  played  before  the 
Friday  or  Saturday  10  weeks  before  the  first  round  of  championships. 
You  can  see  what  the  current  rule  is. 

Nos.  39-J  and  39-6  are  moving  to  amend  that  to  make  it  1 1  weeks, 
I  believe.  Let  me  just  see  if  there  is  any  reaction  to  expanding  that 
time  to  1 1  weeks.  You  can  vote  on  it  tomorrow,  obviously.  Is  there  any 
discussion  on  it?  You  may  recall  earlier  that  we  had  that  previous 
discussion.  The  steering  committee  spent  a  considerable  amount  of 
time  trying  to  figure  out  a  way  to  consistently  deal  with  what 
starting  dates  are  and  how  you  handle  contest  limitations  and  how 
you  handle  preseason  practices.  We  also  talked  about  the  possibility 
if  practice  opportunities  were  sound  and  they  made  sense.  In  some 
sports  it  really  makes  more  sense  than  in  other  sports,  and  if  you 
don’t  create  inequities  that  are  created  by  changes  in  calendar.  It 
really  applies  mostly  in  the  fall  season.  This  is  an  attempt  to  devise 
some  system  that  takes  the  stated  championship  at  the  back  end  and 
when  that  first  play-off  begins  you  start  the  count  forward  or 
backward  to  define  when  the  starting  date  should  be.  Maybe 
eventually  we  can  have  a  system  that  says  when  championship  dates 
are  met  we  automatically  figure  out  when  the  first  contest  date  would 
be  and  we  could  automatically  figure  out  from  there  the  number  of 
practice  opportunities  that  are  available,  obviously  being  sport 
specific.  So  this  is  an  attempt  to  start  that  kind  of  system  that  we 
want  to  study  next  year  to  see  if  we  can  simplify  this  for  you. 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  In  a 
perfect  world,  what  you  said  would  be  ideal.  Unfortunately,  because  of 
the  geographical  location  of  schools  and  the  fact  that  not  everybody 
can  play  who  we  want  to  play,  if  you  set  it  up  so  tightly  that  you  have 
got  only  10  weeks  to  get  in  10  games,  it  leaves  those  schools  who  for 
some  reason  cannot  find  somebody  that  is  geographically  close  to 
play  with  the  prospect  of  ending  up  with  a  seven-  to  eight-game 
schedule  unless  there  are  one  or  two  extra  weeks  to  throw  an  open 
date  in  to  get  that  game.  So  in  a  perfect  world  what  you  said  is  true. 
Unfortunately,  I  think  this  is  not  a  perfect  world.  There  needs  to  be  a 
little  bit  of  elbow  room  to  allow  that  kind  of  flexibility  in  a  sport  where 
you  only  play  once  a  week. 

Mr.  Carzo;  Thank  you,  Bill.  Bill  expressed  a  very,  obviously,  vital 
concern.  It  reduces  the  flexibility  by  not  giving  you  any  opportunities 
to  have  an  open  date.  What  happens  if  you  get  an  open  date  in  the 
middle  of  the  year?  You  really  have  no  place  to  put  that  game  when 
you  reschedule  it,  and  if  you  have  the  1 1  weeks,  you  can  put  it  at  the 
beginning  of  your  schedule.  We  thought  of  that.  We  had  some  people 
recommend  that  to  us,  but  quite  frankly,  we  are  oppo.sed  to  it  as  the 
steering  committee  simply  because  it  was  not  in  the  spirit  of  cost 
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reduction.  If  that  were  the  case  and  you  had  that  kind  of 
you  would  then  increase  the  days  of  preseason  .l 

Lhool  is  not  in  session.  Now,  we  are  just  telling  you  how  we 
through  that  process  and  how  we  felt  at  that  time.  It  is  somew 
rieid  but  that  is  the  way  the  steering  committee  responded. 

Lavton  sLemaker  (Messiah  College):  Would  It  not  b^^^ 

discuL  Pro«>srNo.  39-8  given  all  the  other  things  that  we  are 
discussing  because  we  are  talking  about  changing  starting  dates 
anrnrSe  opportunities,  and  want  to  have  a  study  to  determine 
bow  to  make  thS^ equitable  with  all  programs  and  institutions,  and 
could  adopt  legislation  at  this  Convention  that  restricts  somethin^g 

ZtwS  agaTn  change  if  that  study  reveals  that  we  need  to 

Mr.*CarMfundrrstand  you  are  just  talking  atout  wtee 

we  delay  the  effective  date  Are  you  all 

effective  date  of  this  legislation  for  one  "VX'^lt  our 

that  at  creat  length  in  steering  committee  ineetings.  We  leit  our 

resionsSy  waf  to  respond  to  the  niandate  of  cost  conteinmen  as 

3as  Possible  within  the  spirit  of  the  other  div^ions.  It  may  not  be 
anoroDriate  but  that  is  the  kind  of  response  we  had. 

Mr  Shoemaker;  So,  in  effect,  if  the  study  reveals  we  need  to 
change  H  again,  we  could  change  the  legislation  regarding  these 
factors  in  the  1992  Convention  and  expand  the  seasons  again. 

Mr  Carzo:  I  think  that  what  you  have  asked  us  to  study  is  whether 
or  not  the  playing  rules  and  the  playing  season  should  be  contracted 

orexnanded  If  so  how.  Everything  that  I  have  read  in  the  resolutions 

that  de^ls  with  number  of  contests  talks  about  constriction  and  not 
expaS  The  resolution  for  the  playing  rules  would  not  be  affe^ed 
by  any  changes  here.  However,  the  one  that  says  we  want  to  dearth 
cLtest  limitations-the  pro^sition  or  the  proposal,  I  think, 

117— has  talked  about  reducing  and  restn^ing.  .1  •  i.  r 

Norman  A.  Sundstrom  (Allegheny  College):  I  think  I  will 
reemphasize  what  I  said  this  morning.  I  think  it  takes  into  consid 
SCt  cLainment.  If  we  decide  that 

contests  and  let’s  say  we  went  from  21  weeks  to  18  weeks  and  we  cui 
from  22  days  to  20  days,  that  seems  to  me  to  be  cost  containment.  But 
agl  let  tCn^  have  the  autonomy  to  run  th^ir 
^Mr.  Carzo:  I  understand.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  don  t  want  you 
to  feel  that  I  am  not  sympathetic  to  that  concept,  but  I  really  have 
come  a  long  period  of  time,  and  I  hate  to  dwulge  how 

1  ♦koi  vnn  ran  not  reallv  operate  independently.  What  your 
ndliibor  dols  really  affects  you.  If  a  team  down 

hours  a  day  during  preseason  and  decides  to  schedule  his  preseaMn 
nrarticeTfferent  than  yours  and  gets  the  number  of  practice 
Sp^rlunities  he  wants,  it  is  going  to  affect  me  whether  1  am  going  to 

‘'’lo"Srguidtog"rrinciple  behind  us  that  we  are  trying  to  make 
compri^Uve  olliirtuniUes  equitable,  we  want  to  get  as  much  as  you 
cZ  try  to  control  at  least,  if  nothing  else,  the  number  of  practice 


Division  HI  Business  Session 


179 


opportunities  that  people  have  to  prepare  for  their  season.  If  there  is 
an  inequity  that  is  going  to  arise.  I  don’t  think  it  is  going  to  come  from 
the  number  of  contests.  I  don’t  think  that  causes  one  team  or  another 
to  get  it  behind  the  eight  ball.  If  you  don’t  have  enough  practice 
sessions  to  get  ready  and  somebody  else  has  more  than  you,  then  1 
think  you  are  playing  on  an  uneven  field.  That  is  my  personal 
reaction  I  appreciate  what  you  are  trying  to  say. 

Tim  Brown  (Skidmore  College):  Roc,  a  comment  on  the  uneven 
field.  I  think  that  the  September  7  starting  date  creates  an  uneven 
field  for  those  in  the  North  when  we  finish  in  the  middle  of  October 
and  we  cannot  play  in  the  middle  of  November  We  cannot  get  21 
weeks  in.  so  I  would  ask  two  questions.  One  would  be  related  to  that. 
One  is  a  question  of  how  did  you  come  up  with  September  ^  •  And  the 
second  one  is  how  come  in  the  number  of  contests  there  are  a  di  fterent 
number  of  matches  allowed  for  men  than  women  in  golf  in  Division 

IIP 

Mr.  Carzo:  Is  Bill  Huyck  still  here?  Anybody  else  on  that  cost 
reduction  committee?  Bill,  can  you  help  us  with  that,  please. 

Willard  Huyck  (University  of  the  South):  I  raised  the  inequity  in 
golf  and  was  curious  about  it.  I  understand  that  has  something  to  do 
with  getting  ready  for  the  championships,  of  which  there  is  no 
Division  III  golf  championship.  That  was  the  rationale  for  that.  Does 
that  make  sense? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes.  „  .  .  .  ^  ^  *  u 

Mr.  Huyck:  What  was  the  other  question?  Arriving  at  September 

7? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes,  September  7.  j  , ,  i  j 

Mr  Huyck:  1  think  people  sat  down  and  argued  and  haggled  with 
calendars  and  went  back  and  forth  and  said  how  many  weeks  of  play 
could  we  have  in  the  fall  in  order  to  get  a  competitive  schedule  in  and 
started  playing  around  with  different  starting  dates  for  practice— 
September  1  or  August  24,  any  number  of  combinations  thereof 
and  competitive  dates,  and  it  is  a  very  arbitrary  decision.  One  might 
say  the  5th  or  8th  or  something  like  that.  It  was  simply  an  effort  to 
try  to  save  what  is  for  some  schools  the  massive  costs  of  bringing  back 
football  volleyball,  field  hockey,  two  soccer  teams  and  two  cross 
country  teams  before  school  starts.  Our  charge  was  to  save  money 
Mr.  Carzo:  Bill’s  committee  did  what  they  did,  and  they  forwarded 
it  to  us.  1  think  Bill  ended  up  with  like  September  6  or  something  an 
we  went  to  the  number  counting  systems  that  I  told  you  about.  1  here 
was  no  magic  to  September  7  other  than  work  out— to  have  the 
number  of  practice  opportunities  tied  down.  Is  there  anything  else 
you  would  like  to  discuss  regarding  the  proposed  legislation 

Patrice  A.  Milkovich  (Oberlin  College):  I  am  concerned  on  No. 
39-5  regarding  the  first  day  of  competition.  The  September  7  starting 
date  is  not  consistent  language  as  it  is  in  the  current  Manual, 
particularly  in  the  sense  for  volleyball  where  the  current  starting 
date  is  September  1  or  the  preceding  Friday  if  Septeinber  1  falls  on  a 
Saturday  or  Sunday.  If  the  legislation  were  passed  to  be  effective  this 
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tall,  September  7  does  fall  on  a  Sa^day.  Thati- 

for  volleybaU  tournament  partrcr^uon^^^^^^^ 

Friday  date  of  September  6  for  corn^tition  i  a  y  be. 

was  j^t  a  lack  “language  d^npUon  or 
Mr.  Carso:  I  am  ‘  "'“JthTrecor^mendation  thm 

n ’"iSteaLnable  and  was  in  line  with  the  cost 

look  at  ’92,  the  7th  is  a  Monday  ^““eount  backwards 

now  the  13th.  1  think  there  issr  ^  football  is 

from  the  championship.  sports  that  we  need 

excellent.  The  rationale  ^  date  thatrandomly  falls  on 

that  weekend.  We  cannot  afford  to 

the  calendar,  especially  if  you  cho  further.  If  the  intent  of 

the  season.  You  are  g^mg  ’92  on  a  weekend  before 

the  legislation  is  to  not  have  Ig  delay  us  a  bit,  you 

the  1 3th,  you  have  rlnuntine  back  from  the  championship, 

have  missed  the  mark  by  don’t  get  caught 

'  cnCdafswS  th^are  supposed  to  be  used  to  schedule 

Tootball  and  you  work  help? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Do  you  think  count  g  i  „„  you  would  not  lose 
Sr.  Gordon:  I  think  ^ 

the  weekends.  ‘hose  ^  „a„el  more 

we  choose  to  travel  so  we  don  t  miss  cias  •  >  , 

^TstZsTclftatfyL"  want  to  go  against  the  wishes 

proposal  such  as  this,  i  ce  y  ...  ^  .  when  I  come  in  the 

of  the  president  or  the  ^  g^^  g  ^hat  student-athletes  will 

meeting  and  look  at  a  reso  practice  that  is  something  that 

not  be  permitted  to  miss  class  time  P  instead  of 

is  almost  accepted  and  u  •  other 

passing  legislation  to  get  ^  a  I  k  Division 

iSrouXr^wSrs^en^^^^^^^ 

SacTdim^tTs'a^™^^^^^  I  had  a 

Jsion  rbouiJsame  piece. 

class  time.  I  have  a.Q«aat.on.  How  ^ ,3,t 
when  you  are  hosting  ^  .  traveling  to  an  away-from- 

sentence  says  “except  when  a  ^^^^^'^^Y^^^^tion  ^vith  the  contest.’’ 
home  contest  and  the  prac  team  is  on  the  road  or  does  that 

Does  that  nKanthepract.ee  when  the  mam  m  on 

mean  practice  in  conjunction  ^th  a  ^e  come 
™egamfp1actL  More  a“track  meet  or  lacrosse  game  or  baseball 
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game  or  softball  game  that  sometimes  involves  being  left  out  of  class 
or  missing  part  of  class,  then  this  is  going  to  generate  some  additional 
hardship, 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  would  like  to  answer  it  for  you,  Bill,  but  give  us  some 
time  afterwards  to  talk  with  the  steering  committee,  because  that  is 
another  one  1  am  afraid  to  mislead  on.  If  I  were  to  react  immediately, 
it  says  only  pregame  practice  on  away  games.  I  realize  the  problem 
that  would  create.  You  could  take  batting  practice  and  miss  class  to  do 
it. 

Richard  Rasmussen  (University  Athletic  Association):  I  would 
like  to  speak  with  regard  to  No.  39-A,  which  was  sponsored  by  a 
number  of  the  schools  in  our  conference.  The  proposal  would  delay  the 
implementation  of  Proposal  No.  39  by  a  year.  There  are  several 
reasons  why  members  in  our  group  submitted  this  proposal.  They 
had  to  do  with  several  concerns. 

First  and  probably  foremost,  if  this  proposal  is  passed  as  is,  many 
of  us  face  the  prospect  of  having  to  go  back  and  cancel  or  eliminate 
games  or  contests  that  are  already  scheduled  and  possibly  contracted 
between  now  and  the  beginning  of  next  year.  TW  could  be  a  very 
time-consuming  and  very  complicated  process  and  could  create  a  lot 
of  very  difficult  situations  for  many  institutions.  We  felt  that  situation 
is  the  sort  of  thing  that  should  be  done  at  the  beginning  of  a 
scheduling  cycle  rather  than  in  the  middle  of  a  scheduling  cycle.  Also, 
to  attempt  to  alleviate  that,  grandfathering  in  already  contracted 
contests  really  benefits  someone  because  the  cycle  of  their  paperwork 
already  has  contracts  signed  whereas  someone  else  is  not  going  to 
have  the  contract  signed  until  next  week  or  a  month  or  whatever. 

Second  of  all,  this  piece  of  legislation  has  the  potential  to  be— 
depending  on  what  shape  or  form  it  is  approved — a  very  contradictory 
piece  of  legislation.  You  could  have  limitations  on  missed  class  time 
and  other  things  in  the  traditional  playing  season  and  absolutely  no 
limitations  in  the  nontraditional  season,  which  it  seems  would  be 
philosophically  very  contradictory. 

There  are  other  problems  with  it  potentially  in  terms  of  counting 
back  and  other  situations.  It  is  a  piece  of  legislation  that  could  come  in 
front  of  us  as  an  unfinished  piece  of  legislation.  It  is  a  piece  of 
legislation  that,  as  Dick  Schultz  mentioned  yesterday,  is  going  to  be  in 
need  of  some  fine-tuning.  I  think  it  is  the  feeling  of  a  number  of  the 
members  in  our  group  that  if  something  like  this  is  going  to  be 
passed,  it  should  not  be  implemented  until  it  is  completely  interpreted 
and  fine-tuned  and  it  is  a  finished  piece  of  legislation.  We  are  not 
operating  with  a  half-finished  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you  very  much.  There  were  some  very  cogent 
points.  In  the  spirit  of  what  we  are  trying  to  do  and  in  the  spirit  of  the 
Convention — I  know  you  are  sick  and  tired  of  hearing  that  word.  But 
what  Dick  Schultz  said  was  extremely  important.  We  are  going  to  be 
responsive  to  the  problems  of  legislation  and  that  it  is  heavily 
precedented  that  any  contractual  agreements  are  looked  upon  as  a 
very  important  negotiation  aspect  for  institutions  that  they  have  to 
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honor  There  is  always  some  leniency  or  interpretation  ?>• 
granted  totry  to  commit  to  that  understanding,  especially  when 

^^rdon’^k^lw  what  else  to  tell  you  except  that  any  interpretation  is 
Jnrto  corfTom  either  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  or  a 
membCT  of  the  Division  III  constituency.  They  are  pmg  to  interpret 
youT  problems  and  look  at  your  hearing  from  the  perspective  of 
Divisfon  III.  This  is  a  reasonable  thing  to  expect.  It  is  a  division  HI 
oroblem  I  don’t  want  to  give  mass  absolution  from  the  pulp  . 
think  Dick’s  point  is  that  we  are  going  to  fine-tune  as  we  go  ajong^  We 
arc  going  to  make  mistakes.  If  we  make  mistakes,  we  are  not  so  vai 
as  to  not  admit  we  made  mistakes  and  we  did  things  ... 

Armin  Pipho  (Concordia  College, 

LmS  I  tiuW  iLCe^u's  be^'able  to  -rimmage  September  7 
"and  still  have  29  practice  opportunities  before  September  8. 
like  to  see  that  because  all  the  teams  that  I  know  of  are  going  to  ha 

an  intersnuad  i^rimmage  September  1 , 1  think  an  outside  competitive 
Lr^mS^s  mJillh  more  advantageous  than  an  intersquad  scrim¬ 
mage  and  it  is  a  lot  healthier  for  our  athletes.  We  don  t  involve 
Ts  Lny  people  in  the  scrimmage.  We  don’t  have  nearly  as  many 

‘T''Slond  reason  is  we  are  going  to  allow  two  scrimmages  in 
basketball,  and  we  are  going  to  take 

football  1  see  a  big  difference.  1  see  a  big  difference  in  taxing 
something  away  from  football  and  giving  two  to  basketball. 

Mr.  Carzo:  At  last  year’s  Convention  the  basketball 
were  inadvertently  omitted  by  an  error  in  i^^’^Kislation.  We  said  tha 
wf^d  bring  those  back.  They  also  had  the  number  of  games 
reduced  which  football  did  not  last  year.  I  think  that  keeping  in  m 
ensreontainment  and  the  reduction  of  sports  was  the  background. 
Let  me  just  finish  for  a  second  please,  because  we  have  that  kind 
r^concern  expressed  to  us.  When  you  discuss  it,  people  said.  If  it  s 
tLt  important,  you  ought  to  be  playing  nine  games.  I  know  that 

'MpU? fet? go  back  to  29  P- tice  op,»rtunities 
fnJm  the  first  game  and  allow  the  scrimmage  before  that,  like  we  do 
two  scrimmages  for  basketball. 

John^H^Har^^ (C^arn^ie  Mellon  University):  I  would  like  to 
nick  up  on  what  Norm  Sundstrom  and  Bill  Marshall  mentioned  abou 
the  idea  of  a  little  more  flexibility  in  a  couple  ®(^^bese  proposals  but 
not  so  much  on  a  geographical  basis  but  f  f  ^^hat  we 

calendars.  I  really  think  academic 

do  in  the  way  of  playing  practices  and  schedules.  But  yet  when  we 
fairly  arbitrary  dates  for  beginning  seasons  and  so  forth,  1  think  that 
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neglects  the  consideration  of  academic  calendars.  So  more  flexibility 
than  we  now  have  in  a  couple  of  these  proposals  I  think  is  important. 
I  would  have  a  difficult  time  voting  down  the  line  on  all  these  on  the 
Idea  that  after  we  vote  these  things  in,  fine-tuning  will  clear  it  up.  I 
think  some  of  the  difficulties  require  more  than  fine-tuning.  I  think 
we  have  sorne  fairly  coarse  problems  with  a  few  of  these  propositions 
Even  though  I  am  completely  in  favor  of  reform,  I  think  there  is  some 
heavy-duty  tuning  that  needs  to  be  done  on  a  couple  of  these 
propositions. 

Mn  Carzo:  Thank  you,  John.  Some  good  strong  points. 

John  Zinda  (Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Scripps  Col¬ 
leges):  I  think  I  know  the  answer  to  this,  but  how  much  of  a 
compliance  department  do  we  have  in  Division  III? 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  don  t  know  that  we  have  any  number  assigned  to  any 
division.  1  think  we  have  a  total  number  of  compliance  officers  and 
they  go  where  the  action  is. 

Mr.  Zinda.  Are  they  ready  for  this  action?  Are  we  as  a  division 
going  to  recognize  who  is  going  to  implement  this  and  make  sure  that 
we  are  all  in  compliance? 

Mr,  Carzo:  John,  I  understand  exactly  what  you  are  saving. 
Before  I  left  I  told  Walter  Byers  and  Dick  Schultz  that  we  better'have 
375  guys  lined  up  outside  the  door  when  this  thing  breaks;  I  want 
them  all  in  uniform,  and  they  ought  to  be  NCAA  enforcement 
otticers  and  find  out  how  we  enforce  all  this  stuff. 

Mr.  Zinda:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Okay.  John’s  point  is  a  really  good  one.  The  question 
is  where  are  the  compliance  officers  going  to  come  from  to  check  these 
kind  of  things.  I  don’t  know  where  they  are.  I  understand  the 
problem.  I  really  appreciate  what  John  said,  but  I  don’t  see  the 
compliance  officers  out  there  now  checking  all  the  rules  we  are 
supposed  to  be  applying.  What  is  different  if  it  is  next  year  or  this 
year? 

James  M.  MalmquistfGustavus  Adolphus  College):  In  Minnesota, 
if  summer  comes  on  a  weekend  we  play  golf.  We  are  playing  our 
conference  golf  season  in  the  fall  for  two  or  three  reasons.  One,  it 
reduces  loss  of  class  time  because  we  have  better  access  to  coursU. 
No.  2,  It  IS  cheaper.  That  is  our  non  traditional  season.  One  of  these 
deals  with  prohibition  of  loss  of  class  time  during  the  nontraditional 
sea^n.  I  know  that  we  can  move  our  conference  championship  to  the 
traditional  season  in  the  spring.  But  then  our  kids  are  missing  more 
class  time  and  it  is  costing  us  more  money,  which  is  the  whole  purpose 
lor  this  damn  No.  39  discussion.  Secondly  I  am  concerned  about 
counting  days  when  we  get  into  our  infamous  springs  in  the  North 
where  we  will  back  up  five  baseball  games  that  have  to  be  played  in 
six  days  and  we  have  already  taken  our  day  off  or  we  have  not  taken 
”  M  ^  comes  under  the  heading  of  fine-tuning. 

Mr.  Carzo:  One  of  those  can  be  fine-tuned  tomorrow  by  just  voting 
down  that  part  of  the  legislation.  That  would  be  real  coarse  tuning, 
but  it  will  get  it  done.  Anything  else  that  anybody  would  like  to 
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mention? 

Charles  Gordon  (Emory  University):  How  do  we  make  sure  we 
get  this  in  pieces  rather  than  as  a  whole?  We  talked  about  it  before  we 
started  this  whole  discussion  on  No.  39. 1  think  there  are  a  lot  of  us 
out  here  that  would  take  parts  of  No.  39,  but  have  a  lot  of  trouble  with 
the  others  and  want  this  thing  broken  down.  What  is  the  procedure? 
Mr.  Carzo:  When  No.  39  is  proposed,  you  move  to  vote  separately. 
Mr.  Gordon:  Tomorrow  at  voting  time? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes  sir.  Any  other  comments,  corrections  or  additions 
to  the  minutes?  We  have  a  couple  of  announcements.  I  know  you  all 
have  been  waiting  to  see  the  results  of  the  poll.  I  believe  several  people 
had  not  returned  from  lunch  when  the  vote  was  taken.  Please  have 
the  delegates  contact  me  if  the  light  on  their  voting  unit  did  not  go  out. 
If  you  have  that  problem,  please  contact  our  computer  person.  The  one 
other  thing  I  think  we  talked  about— the  ruling  on  Proposal  No.  27 
interpretation— Nancy  and  Armin  have  something  for  us.  It  saj^, 
“The  Parliamentarian  is  only  advisory,  and  he  has  advised  that  the 
chair  can  rule  that  the  interpretation  on  No.  27  will  relate  only  to 
academic  eligibility  if  it  is  the  consensus  of  the  body.”  This  happens 
when  No.  27  is  discussed  tomorrow.  If  you  want  that  kind  of  a  ruling, 
you  better  treat  me  pretty  nice  tonight.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your 
kind  attention.  You  did  a  good  job  today. 

[The  Division  III  Business  Session  was  adjourned  at  3:35  p.m.J 

Wednesday  Morning,  January  9, 1991 

The  Division  III  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8:21  a.m. 
with  Rocco  J.  Carzo,  Thfts  University,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS  ,  . 

Mr.  Carzo:  Good  morning  again,  and  thank  you  very  much  for 
your  patience.  The  purpose  of  today’s  session  is  to  vote  on  the 
proposals  pertaining  only  to  Division  III. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Transfer  Eligibility— Division  III 

Roger  H.  Martin  (Moravian  College):  My  task  is  to  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  27.  However,  in  light  of  yesterday  s 
extensive  discussion  about  the  interpretation  of  No.  27  I  refer  you  to 
No.  5  on  the  interpretation  sheet—  and  the  subsequent  straw  vote  that 
was  called  by  President  Warren,  1  would  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
Commission,  which  was  caucused  over  this  issue,  like  first  to 
challenge  the  interpretation  and  then  vote  on  No.  27.  T  take  it  we  can 
do  that. 

Ob-i^zoi  Ygs  wg  cbh. 

Mr.  Martin:  Our  challenge  suggests  that  if  No.  27  is  a.dopted,  the 
word  “eligibility”  would  suggest  only  academic  eligibility.  Thus, 
students  who  are  academically  ineligible  at  one  institution  will  not  be 
allowed  to  participate  in  intercollegiate  athletics  at  the  institution  to 
which  that  student  is  transferring  for  one  year.  We  also  as  a  footnote 
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thought  that  student-athlete  should  appear  consistently  through  that 
proposal. 

•  ^  everyone  clear  on  what  the  challenge  is  in  interpret- 

LJ^  eligibility  issue  to  only  be  interpreted  as  academic  eligibility? 
There  should  be  some  clarification  between  the  wording  of  student 
and  student-athlete.  The  chair  accepts  that  proposal.  We  will  now 
vote  on  No.  27  as  interpreted  by  this  discussion.  We  will  vote  on  the 
interpretation  first. 

[The  interpretation  of  Proposal  No.  27  was  approved  ] 

Mr.  Martin:  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  1  move 
Proposal  No.  27  as  interpreted. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Many  of  you  will  recall  two  years  ago  Division  III  voted  to 
eliminate  all  transfer  requirements  for  student-athletes  transferring 
l^ivision  HI  institutions.  This  was  done  both  in  the  spirit  of 
deregulation  and  to  attempt  to  make  the  transfer  rules  consistent 
with  the  Division  HI  philosophy  of  full  participation  for  Division  III 
student-athletes.  Since  the  transfer  requirements  were  eliminated, 
however,  there  has  been  concern  expressed  among  Division  III 
membership  that  student-athletes  who  are  ineligible  in  one  institution 
simply  are  transferring  to  Division  111  institutions  in  order  to 
continue  their  athletics  participation.  This  proposal  addresses  that 
^ncern  by  prohibiting  such  student-athletes  from  competing  at  a 
Division  III  institution  until  they  have  fulfilled  an  academic  year  of 
residence,  so  I  would  like  to  move  this  proposal  with  the  understanding 
that  ineligible  refers  to  academic  ineligibility. 

A  ,^®*^***^i®  Rogers  (State  University  of  New  York  University  at 

Albany):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  HI  Steering  Committee  I  rise  to 
urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  27  with  the  knowledge  that  the 
interpretation  will  be  amended  to  limit  the  legislation  to  the  academic 
eligibility  factor  alone.  This  legislation  was  formulated  by  the 
committee  in  response  to  concerns  by  the  membership 
While  we  recognize  that  many  institutions  would  not  admit  a 
transfer  as  a  full-time  student  if  he  or  she  does  not  meet  the  academic 
requirements  to  return  to  his  or  her  previous  institution,  we  are 
aware  that  this  is  not  always  the  case.  Therefore,  it  is  our  opinion  that 
this  student  should  be  required  to  establish  a  sound  academic  footing 
before  engaging  in  intercollegiate  athletics  participation  or  competi¬ 
tion.  1  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  27. 

Vic  Clark  (Thomas  More  College):  The  question  I  have  is  a  student 
who  goes  away  to  school,  has  a  bad  experience  for  whatever  reason, 
does  not  do  well  academically,  comes  back  home,  gets  in  an  environ¬ 
ment  that  is  more  conducive  to  academic  success,  even  goes  to 
sumrner  school  and  does  well  at  a  community  college  or  summer 
school,  is  this  interpretation  or  this  rule  going  to  prohibit  him  from 
being  eligible  at  the  new  school? 

Mr.  Carzo:  If  he  was  not  academically  eligible  when  he  left  school 
that  condition  remains  the  same  unless  he  becomes  reeligible  by 
virtue  of  his  attendance  at  summer  school  or  junior  college  or 
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“'’Siark:  So  he  can  go  to  summer  school  and  become  eligible  at 

He  is  regaining  eligibility  at  the  previous  institution. 

Mr!  Clark:  Well,  the  previous 

«1ilf 

'’r'harS  Gordon  (Emory  University);  I  think  that  is  a  great 
question  that  needs  an 

ree  a  precedent  starting  to  be  set  good®que!tion.  The  student 

^irS'bfclrdigiKsthrr^^^^^^ 

lotept  o"  ^ilngi't  and  figuring  it  ouAlc  We  have  never  done  that 

i-t^s^o^kShrsrnS 

r»  vi  Mrw  97  Thp  concern  I  have  with  No.  2  <  as  u  sianus  iiu 
inference  has  a  rule  in  place  with  academic  eligibility,  but  it  is  y 

“ISrCa^jo^UhlThmisastandardresidencer^^^^^^ 

recharacterize  the  situation  agaim 

become  reeligible  by  attending  a  summer 

school  or  junior  college  does  not  make  them  eligib  e.  t  cy  are  no 

‘’"Judith  M  "‘sweeJ  (University  of  California,  San  Diego);  If  1  may 
jui  cfarify.  The  last  speaker  referenced  “^nmunity  college  transfers 

“"pry^tSlSilunirsity  "f  SkThom"  (Minnesota));  It  seems  to 


me  this  is  just  another  piece  of  legislation  that  is  best  handled  at  the 
local  conference  level.  The  problem  to  which  the  people  are  alluding 
here  is  totally  unfamiliar  to  me.  I  have  never  experienced  it.  Maybe 
we  are  naive  and  living  in  an  ideal  world,  but  I  just  hate  to  try  to  put 
something  through  where  we  cannot  really  see  the  consequences  of 
how  it  might  affect  the  legitimate,  honest*to*God  students  who  are 
trying  to  better  themselves  academically  by  a  move  to  another 
institution.  Let’s  not  get  back  into  regulating.  If  you  cannot  handle  it 
at  the  local  level,  I  am  afraid  that  is  your  problem. 

[Proposal  No.  27  (Page  A-28)  was  approved  by  Division  III,  172- 
82,  four  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons— Division  ill 

David  L.  Warren  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University);  I  move  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  39. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Richard  Rasmussen  (University  Athletic  Association):  Because 
Amendment  No.  39-8  applies  to  all  sections  of  Proposal  No.  39,  I 
would  like  to  move  Amendment  No.  39-8  to  delay  the  implementation 
date  from  August  1,  1991,  to  August  1,  1992. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Mr.  Warren:  In  the  course  of  the  last  36  hours,  there  has  been 
considerable  discussion  about  the  substantial  number  of  changes  that 
Proposal  No.  39  will  bring  to  our  institutions,  and  in  particular, 
contract  complications  that  may  arise  as  a  result  of  acting  in  August 
of ’91,  which  is  the  current  proposal  of  No.  39.  It  is  the  recommendation 
of  the  Presidents  (Commission  and  the  steering  committee  that  we 
adopt  No.  39-8,  which  will  change  the  effective  date  from  August  of 
91  to  August  of  ’92.  If  the  body  so  agrees,  I  will  then  propose  that  we 
move  through  each  of  the  items  in  Proposal  No.  39,  adopting  those  as 
quickly  and  efficiently  as  we  can,  with  full  knowledge  that  not  all  of 
the  details  will  necessarily  be  known  or  worked  out  at  this  time.  But 
because  this  No.  39  will  be  effective  in  August  of  ’92,  this  will  give  us 
some  interim  time  for  the  so-called  fine-tuning.  I  would  also  reiterate 
generally  the  position  of  the  Presidents  Commission  yesterday, 
which  is  as  follows  within  Proposal  No.  39;  We  will  oppose  Nos.  39-F 
and  39-H.  We  will  endorse  Nos.  39-1,  39-4,  39-5  and  39-8.  We  will 
oppose  Nos.  39-6  and  39-7,  and  we  believe  that  Nos.  39-2  and  39-3  will 
be  moot  if  Nos.  39-F  and  39-H  are  rejected.  I  will  say  it  one  more  time 
and  then  ask  that  we  move  forward  ad  seriatim  to  deal  with  these. 
The  Presidents  Commission  will  endorse  Amendments  Nos.  39-8, 39- 
1, 39-4  and  39-5,  oppose  Amendments  Nos.  39-6  and  39-7  and  oppose 
Nos.  39-F  and  39-H. 

tJenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  I  would  rise  to 
support  this  motion.  A  number  of  you  yesterday  on  the  floor  expressed 
that  you  agreed  with  the  philosophy  of  what  was  being  introduced  in 
No.  39,  but  that  it  needed  fine-tuning  and  perhaps  a  little  bit  more. 
This  would  give  both  the  steering  committee  and  certainly— and 
perhaps,  more  importantly — the  membership  an  opportunity  to 
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respond  to  specifics.  So  I  would  urge  your  support 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)].  1 

would  like  to  applaud  the  support  of  the 

No.  39-8. 1  think  what  we  have  before  us  in  q 

are  some  very  broad  and  sweeping  concepts.  I  think  No.  39^8 
represents  a  concept  that  has  been  coming  about  as  a  part 
We  have  the  concepts  to  review  at  the  national  ConvenUon.  We  could 
discuss  the  issues  thoroughly.  We  certainly  have  the  from  all  the 

members  within  Division  III  at  the  national  (Convention.  Then  the 
steering  committee  can  go  back  and  review  all  that 
together  a  sensible  legislation  that  would  be  most  meaningful  to  the 
Sership.  So  I  urge  your  support  on  No.  39-8.  This  ^s.'^deed  "ot 
a  step  back,  but  a  step  in  the  right  direction  with  respect  to  reform. 

Layton  Shoemaker  (Messiah  College):  A  question  on  the 
pretation  of  No.  39-8.  It  suggests  that  all  we  are  doing  is 
implementation  date.  I  hear  discussion  we  are  going  to  modify  it  At 
vote  in  the  affirmative  for  No.  39-8,  does  that  give  us  the 
prerogative,  then,  to  modify  some  of  the  contents  of  No  39. 

^  Mr.  Carzo:  When  you  vote  on  No.  39-8,  ^u  are 
implementation  date.  Then  we  will  go  back  and  handk  Nck  39  by  its 
subsections- A,  B,  C  and  D.  Yes,  we  have  to  ask  for  that  to  be  voted 

seoaratelv.  That  has  to  be  asked.  i  j  r  « 

Charles  Gordon  (Emory  University):  Yesterday,  we  asked  for  an 
interpretation  on  Nos.  39-C  and  39-D  and  whether  that  applied  to 
individuals  or  teams.  Perhaps  if  we  could  have  that  clarification  n^ 
before  we  get  into  the  subsections  of  No.  39,  it  mi^t  expedite  the 
procedure  when  we  finally  get  to  Nos.  39-C  and 
Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (NCAA):  The  steering  committee  got  together 
after  the  session  yesterday,  and  I  have  to  caution  you  that  this  is  what 
the  steering  committee’s  sense  was  yesterday.  This  has  not  been 
recorded  in  the  Council.  The  Interpretations  Committee  has  not 
discussed  it.  It  is  very  difficult  giving  last-minute  interpretations 
that  don’t  go  anywhere  from  this  point.  But  this  will  tell 
of  the  steering  committee,  and  this  is  what  they  would  plan  to  re^rt 
to  the  Council.  On  Nos.  39-C  and  39-D,  the  steering  ^mmittee 
believed  that  their  intent  was  to  apply  to  the  entire  team.  Therefore, 
the  whole  team  would  get  a  day  off,  so  you  are  not  having  different 
individuals  getting  different  days  off.  That  was  their  intent 

[Proposal  No.  39-8  (Page  A-87)  was  approved  by  Division  III,  250- 

10,  roll-call  vote.] 

Tim  Brown  (Skidmore  College):  I  move  to  separate— given  what 
the  Presidents  Commission  has  decided  to  do  in  opposinig  some  of  the 
legislation-proposal  No.  39  into  its  components  and  vote  separately. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  subsequently 
Robert  G.  Bottoms  (DePauw  University);  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-A. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  n 

ProDosal  39-A  simply  indicates  that  countable  athletically  related 
activifils  may  take  place  only  during  the  institution  s  playing 
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season.  I  urge  your  support. 

Katherine  Marshall  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  On 
behalf  of  the  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  I  would  like  to  say 
that  we  are  honored  to  be  here  and  excited  to  see  how  the  NCAA 
operates.  Before  any  of  the  proposals  in  No.  39  pass  on  the  premise  of 
alleviating  the  time  stresses  on  student-athletes,  we  would  like  to  ask 
you  to  listen  to  the  viewpoints  of  the  student-athletes.  We  believe  that 
the  opinions  of  Division  III  student-athletes  are  important  and  do 
need  to  be  actively  researched.  I  think  you  might  be  surprised  at  how 
perceptive  the  students  are.  We  in  Division  III  are  committed  to 
excellence,  but  if  you  look,  1  think  you  will  also  find  that  we  don’t 
always  think  more  is  better.  We  recognize  academics  are  our  first 
priority.  That  is  the  reason  a  lot  of  us  came  to  Division  III  schools.  We 
just  want  to  maintain  the  opportunities  we  have  to  reach  our  highest 
athletics  potential. 

[Proposal  No.  39- A  (Page  A-77)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  No.  39-8,  239-18,  roll-call  vote.) 

Mr.  Bottoms:  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  would  like  to  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-B 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  39-B  sets  forth  the  definition  of  countable  and 
noncountable  athletically  related  activities.  I  do  think  it  is  important 
to  note  that  it  remains  permissible  for  student-athletes  to  participate 
in  voluntary  workouts  outside  the  playing  season,  provided  the 
workouts  are  not  required.  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  urge  your 
support  for  Proposal  No.  39-B. 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  I  don’t 
differ  with  this  provision  except  to  draw  the  membership’s  attention 
to  the  fact  that  we  have  taken  this  verbatim  from  the  Division  I 
proposal.  I  wonder  if  we  really  are  heading  down  the  road  of 
increasing  the  size  of  the  Division  III  Manual.  I  raise  a  question  with 
the  steering  committee  of  Page  74  (i),  what  “primarily”  means.  There 
are  statements  in  here  about  training  tables  and  things  that  really 
have  no  application  in  Division  III.  I  wonder  if  in  the  next  year  the 
Steering  committee  can  take  a  look  at  this  and  possibly  delete  those 
things  that  really  don’t  apply  to  Division  III  if  it  is  passed. 

Nathan  N.  Salant  (Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate  Athletic 
Conference):  A  question  regarding  small  letter  (d)  on  the  top  half  of 
the  page  as  compared  to  small  letter  (h)  on  the  bottom  half  of  the 
page.  The  small  letter  (d)  refers  to  a  physical  fitness  class.  The  small 
letter  (h)  refers  to  participation  in  regular  physical  education  classes. 
We  were  given  an  interpretation  by  the  NC^AA  interpretations  center 
on  this  issue,  but  earlier  I  believe  Nancy  made  a  statement  that  seems 
in  conflict  with  another  interpretation  we  received  on  another  issue 
two  days  ago  when  our  conference  met.  My  question  is,  what  is  the 
difference  between  a  physical  fitness  class,  which  apparently  would 
be  prohibited,  and  a  regular  physical  education  class,  which  appar¬ 
ently  would  not  be  in  violation? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Nate,  with  respect  to  the  interpretation  you  had 
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received,  we  had  not  seen  that  interpretation  that  you  were 
we  had  no  chance  to  interpret  it  or  to  rule  on  it.  1  think  that  here  are 
some  glitches  in  that  wording  that  ^^u  just  suggested,  and  there  a 
some  inconsistencies,  and  we  will  danfy  that  or  you.  , , .  . 

Mr  Salant: Theinterpretationthatweweregiven-shouldlstate 

Car7«:  rti"ca:lw:everyoaee.se  aware  of  it  it  you 

laTaSlXtruSK  -when  we  ™ised 

the  issue  on  Monday  was  that  a  regularly  scheduled  physical 

cetra''Tnd\\'atT^^ 

Wednesday,  Friday  and  there  is  no  actual  formal  sign 

Weill  t^i  &rfhatl'T7nryrtve  a 

Bo”t  NatrThe  important  thing  is  it  it  is  acceptable  a  your 

"”Mr.  Salanf.  Do  we  need  a  clarification  on  that  before  we  vote  on 

‘''MiTaLo;  I  think  it  is  difficult  to  give  you  an  official  'nterpret^on 
no”  could  ask  Bill  Marshall  for  one  and  see  how  he  "ould  res^  d 
to  that  but  my  impression  is  the  reason  we  ask^  for  the  delayed 
Iftective  date  is  to  get  these  things  clarified  for  l^yision  III. 

M  Srhael  I  Washington  University  (Missouri)].  I  think 
wha“t  we  a”re  Swng  aKt  thif  morning  '^th  ^  No.  3^as  we 
broke  it  out  are  broad  concepts.  1  would  hope  that  the  sieenng 

"7ofl'  SlSrshVlo  when 

‘tari'ledrata^'wfS  Rocco.  one  point  of 
clarification  In  the  lower  half  of  that  proposal,  it  ^ 

'^Iwn^arzo:  I  would  say  no,  they  should  not  observe.  They  ran  into 
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a  lot  of  problems  in  writing  that  legislation.  They  allowed  exceptions 
for  gymnastics  and  diving  because  of  the  liability  concerns.  But  I 
think  the  other  divisions  are  going  to  have  to  polish  this  up  as  well  as 
we  are. 

Mr.  Bedrosian:  You  took  it  a  step  further  than  I  intended.  I  am 
talking  about  a  baseball  pitcher  and  catcher  in  the  gym  and  a 
baseball  coach  standing  against  the  wall  observing,  not  supervising. 
In  order  to  apply  this  with  our  own  coaches,  I  have  to  give  them  an 
interpretation. 

Mr.  Carzo:  The  precedent  in  previous  interpretations  is  no,  that  is 
not  allowed.  But  that  is  the  kind  of  thing  we  need  to  look  at.  Can  the 
coach  observe  the  pitcher  throw  and  not  make  a  comment?  You  are 
between  a  rock  and  a  hard  place. 

Ian  Grover  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee)’  Coming  from 
a  student-athlete’s  perspective,  we  would  like  to  see  the  same 
provisions  provided  for  other  sports  that  are  provided  in  gymnastics 
and  swimming  and  diving.  If  the  athlete  comes  to  the  coach,  we 
would  like  the  coach  to  be  allowed  to  be  there  to  provide  leadership 
and  coaching  to  the  student- athlete. 

Layton  Shoemaker  (Messiah  College):  I  still  have  some  appre¬ 
hensions  about  the  way  we  are  proceeding  here.  I  think  we  have 
adopted  No.  39- A  with  the  understanding,  according  to  No.  39-8,  that 
it  will  be  delayed  until  August  of  ’92. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Right. 

Mr.  Shoemaker:  If  we  adopt  No.  39-B— and,  as  has  already  been 
mentioned,  it  will  be  fine-tuned— it  is  delayed  until  August  of  1992.  If 
it  is  fine-tuned,  do  we  have  a  chance  to  vote  on  the  fine-tuning? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes.  It  will  be  brought  back  here,  I  imagine,  or  you  will 
read  it  and  amend  it.  It  can  be  brought  back  as  legislation. 

Mr.  Shoemaker:  So,  therefore,  we  are  adopting  concepts? 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  think  that  is  generally  what  we  are  trying  to  get  to. 
is  adopt  concepts.  The  question  that  you  raise  is  a  very  good  one.  The 
question  is  what  do  we  do  with  Proposal  No,  39?  And  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  with  No.  39  is  vote  on  the  general  concept,  delay  the 
implementation  date  and  now  begin  to  characterize  No.  39  according 
to  your  wishes  or  what  you  think.  That  is  a  bad  thing  to  say,  but  what 
we  need  to  do  is  know  where  the  problems  are  so  we  can  redraft  it.  It 
is  in  the  spirit  of  cost  containment  and  time  demands  on  students.  I 
think  that  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do.  We  are  trying  to  be  responsive 
to  the  mandate  from  the  Presidents  Commission,  and  we  are  trying 
to  be  responsive  to  the  messages  that  you  gave  us  yesterday.  This  is 
the  mechanism  that  we  think  is  available  to  do  that. 

Raymond  E.  Smith  (Hope  College):  On  Item  (g),  “Meetings 
initiated  by  coaches  or  other  institutional  staff  members  on  athleti¬ 
cally  related  matters,”  what  exactly  does  that  mean?  Does  that  mean 
if  you  are  a  head  coach,  once  the  season  is  over,  you  can  never  talk  to 
your  players  about  football? 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  don’t  think  it  has  to  do  with  meetings  or  talk  to 
anybody  in  your  office  on  how  to  throw  a  curve  ball.  But  if  you  call  a 
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to?h“  same  thing.  As  you  compared  (g)  f  “X^Sii^Tal 

and  then  ffl  down 

something  that  f  their  athletes  at  any 

:3an  student  had  to  initiate 

see  how  many  students  would  be  coming  out  nn^heir 

would  be  abletodo  that, lamnot  even  talking  about  a  situation  "'here 
Tcoach  ^uld  oCve  or  be  involved,  but  to  to  something  to  help 
tho^sturnts  get  conditioned  for  when  they  ftart ihi. 
lohn  D  Galaris  (Salem  State  College):  As  1  have  listened  tins 
Jonn  u.  ^  .  f  ^^k  me.  If  I  can  put  them  in  some 

™‘?enTfoVm  T ^^spect  whaUs  of  some  concern  at  this  point  at  least  to 
mfand  1  ?m  sme  many  other  members,  is  that  it  appears  we  are 
moving  helter-skelter  in  the  name  of  reform  to  satisfy  “f 

which  is  fine  But  we  have  done  so  without  doing  some  things  t 

?udtnt  a  hleiJs  are  saying  very  clearly  to  f 

™  That  irnot  m  sTwe^don't  have  problems.  But  1  would  certainly 
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something  of  substance  to  base  those  considerations  on. 

(Proposal  No.  39-B  (Page  A-78)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  No.  39-8,  210-53,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

Patricia  A.  Rogers  (State  University  of  New  York  University  at 
Albany):  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  behind  Proposal  No.  39-1  is  to  allow  an  institution  that 
schedules  50  percent  or  more  of  its  contests  during  the  nontraditional 
segment  to  utilize  the  limitations  prescribed  for  the  traditional 
segment  set  forth  in  Nos.  39-C  and  39-E,  which  require  one  day  off 
per  week  and  indicates  no  class  time  may  be  missed  for  practice 
activities  except  when  a  team  is  traveling  to  an  away-from-home 
contest.  Such  an  institution  also  would  be  required  to  use  the 
limitations  prescribed  for  the  nontraditional  segment  during  its 
traditional  segment.  While  most  institutions  will  not  fall  into  this 
category,  the  steering  committee  believes  this  amendment  to  amend¬ 
ment  provides  for  equitable  treatment  of  those  that  do.  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I  urge  your  adoption  of  No.  39- 

[Proposal  No.  39- 1  (Page  A-85)  was  approved  by  Division  III,  242- 
22,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

Jenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
steering  committee,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No. 
39-C.  which  requires  a  day  off  in  the  traditional  segment. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  simply  requires  one  day  off  during  the  week  during  the 
traditional  season.  I  believe  it  affects  time  demands  on  those  students 
who  are  affected  already  by  this,  and  it  further  establishes  a  balance 
between  academics  and  athletics  and  includes  the  interpretation  or 
the  understanding  of  the  steering  committee  that,  indeed,  it  is  a  team 
taking  a  day  off  per  week,  so  I  would  urge  support  of  this. 

Nathan  N.  Salant  (Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate  Athletic 
Conference):  We  received  an  interpretation  on  Monday  regarding 
this  exact  situation  that  indicated  that  even  in  team  sports,  it  was  the 
individual  who  had  to  have  one  day  off  and  not  the  team  as  a  group. 

I  am  just  wondering  why  we  would  get  two  different  interpretations 
on  that.  Which  one  would  be  the  official  interpretation? 

Nancy  L.  Mitchell  (NCAA):  Because  the  issue  came  up  at  such  a 
late  date  and  it  went  to  the  interpretations  center,  they  were  going  by 
the  information  that  they  had  at  the  time.  This  body  asked  that  this 
be  discussed  by  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  yesterday, 
which  the  steering  committee  did.  The  steering  committee  came  up 
with  the  interpretation  that  it  would  apply  to  the  team.  Neither  one  of 
those  is  technically  an  official  interpretation  because  it  came  up  at 
such  a  late  date.  There  was  no  way  to  get  it  to  the  next  step.  But  you 
do  know  that  that  is  the  sense  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee 
now;  that  it  applies  to  teams.  And  all  interpretations  are  eventually 
heard  by  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee.  So  even  though  the 
steering  committee  has  not  rendered  an  official  interpretation,  that 
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is  its  sense.  I  cannot  tell  you  that  that  is  an  official  interpretation, 
because  it  is  not.  But  it  is  the  sense  of  the  steering  committee,  and  it 
has  the  ultimate  responsibility  for  Division  III  interpretations.  1  don  t 
know  if  that  helps  you  at  all,  but  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee 
has  the  authority  over  that,  and  at  its  post- Convention  Council 

meeting,  it  will  discuss  these  types  of  interpretations. 

Mr.  Salant:  With  that  in  mind,  I  have  two  questions.  No.  1,  do  we 
need  to  give  a  sense  from  this  body  as  to  which  direction  we  w(rald 
want  that  interpretation  to  go?  Because  I  think  that  is  important.  No. 

2  if  this  is  passed,  how  will  it  be  enforced?  What  are  the  naechanics 
of  it?  Will  you  have  to  post  a  weekly  statement  as  to  which  day  you 

have  off  or  that  type  of  thing?  •*  + 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  cannot  respond  to  how  we  are  gomg  to  monitor  that. 

I  think  that  is  a  discretionary  thing  on  each  institution’s  part.  If  you 
want  to  get  a  feel  from  the  group  whether  or  not  that  interpretation 
should  include  team  only,  I  would  be  happy  to  do  it.  /.  u-  u 

Mr.  Salant:  I  think  that  we  should  have  some  sense  of  which 
direction  we  want  to  go.  If  it  is  individuals  on  teams  having  all  sorts 

of  different  days  off,  it  could  get  pretty  crazy.  .  o 

Mr.  Carzo:  I  don’t  want  to  complicate  this  or  prolong  it.  But  there 
are  some  instances.  If  you  designate  that  your  team  has  Thesday  off 
and  the  kid  has  that  day  off  and  he  has  a  problem  a  subsequent  day 
or  does  not  have  a  problem  a  subsequent  day.  He  cannot  take  that  day 
off  and  wants  to  work  out  on  his  own,  he  wants  to  take  another  day 
off,  how  do  you  monitor  that?  1  don’t  know.  But  it  seems  to  there 
are  common-sense  applications  in  these  rules  that  we  have  to  abide  by. 
The  spirit  of  it  is  that  if  you  are  a  member  of  team,  you  are  an 
individual.  Rather  than  giving  each  individual  a  different  day  ott, 
you  would  like  to  give  them  the  same  day  off,  but  I  think  it  could  go 

either  way.  ui 

Charles  Gordon  (Emory  University):  I  don  t  have  any  problem 

with  what  we  are  doing  with  No.  39'C.  But  it  is  very  disquieting  to  me 
to  see  in  fine  print  to  be  removed  the  segment  on  institutional 
determination,  which  I  think  has  been  a  founding  block  of  this 
division.  In  my  opinion,  there  is  no  reason  that  that  section  has  to  be 
removed  to  do  what  we  are  trying  to  do  in  Nos.  39-C  and  '^9-D.  To 
remove  a  statement  on  institutional  determination,  which  is  the 
foundation  for  Division  III,  for  what  appears  to  me  to  be  no  apparent 
reason,  is  not  a  step  for  reform.  I  don’t  think  our  presidents  would 
give  up  this  right  in  issues  of  financial  aid,  setting  tuitions  and  other 
decisions.  Institutional  determination  should  be  what  we  are  about  m 
Division  ill.  I  see  no  conflict  with  what  is  in  fine  print  and  what  is  in 
bold  print.  It  does  not  need  to  come  out,  ,  .  j 

Ms.  Mitchell:  I  think  the  reason  it  was  taken  out,  as  I  understand 
it  is  because  if  No.  39-C  is  passed,  then  the  legislation  mandates  that 
you  take  one  day  off  per  week.  Therefore,  even  though  what  you  do 
within  the  rest  of  those  seven  days  or  the  rest  of  those  six  days  is  up 
to  the  institutional  determination,  you  are  required  to  have  one  day 
off  a  week.  I  think  the  fine  print  that  was  taken  out  could  be  m  some 
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way  put  back  in  to  get  the  spirit  of  what  you  are  talking  about.  But  it 
really  is  no  longer  at  your  discretion.  Only  with  respect  to  that  one 
day  off  a  week.  You  cannot  at  your  own  discretion  decide  to  go  ahead 
and  practice  that  one  day. 

Mr.  Gordon:  I  would  hope  if  we  are  looking  at  this  at  a  national 
level,  we  can  see  that  before  we  come  here  and  are  asked  to  delete 
something  and  asked  to  put  something  back  in.  Perhaps  a  change  of 
a  word  or  eliminating  the  three  words  “on  any  day”  would  allow  that 
statement  to  stay  in.  I  think  it  is  just  an  example  of  the  fact  we  need 
to  think  through  what  we  are  doing  thoroughly.  Perhaps  some  of 
these  have  not  been  as  thoroughly  thought  through  as  we  might  like. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you,  Chuck.  We  get  the  idea  that  you  want  some 
institutional  discretion. 

Vic  Clark  (Thomas  More  College):  Would  this  apply  to  summer 
camp  situations  where  teams  are  brought  back  earlier  than  school 
starting  or  does  this  apply  to  the  academic  year  where  you  have  the  36 
weeks  or  30  weeks,  whatever  our  institutions  are  on?  I  can  see  that 
being  a  cost  to  institutions  if  they  are  not  allowed  to  practice  during 
the  summer  or  the  preseason  if  they  have  to  have  a  dead  period  there 
where  some  institutions  have  brought  kids  to  campuses  and  have  to 
feed  and  maintain  them  throughout  the  preseason. 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)l;  No.  39-G 
addresses  that  particular  issue.  It  specifies  that  limitations  on 
athletically  related  activities  do  not  apply  in  periods  between 
academic  terms  when  classes  are  not  in  session. 

[Proposal  No.  39-C  (Page  A-79)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-1  and  39-8,  230-34,  one  abstention,  roll-call 
vote.] 

Jenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-D. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.) 

No.  39-D  refers  to  the  nontraditional  segment  and  suggests  that  we 
should  have  three  days  a  week  free  of  athletically  related  activity.  I 
would  suggest  that  yesterday  we  talked  philosophically  about  reducing 
some  of  that  nontraditional  segment.  This  would  be  one  approach  to 
do  so.  I  urge  your  support. 

Charles  Gordon  (Emory  University):  Given  our  definition  that 
the  team  has  to  take  three  days  off  rather  than  an  individual,  this 
puts  those  sports  like  tennis  and  golf  in  nontraditional  seasons  in 
deep  jeopardy  if  you  now  designate  three  days  for  the  entire  team  to 
not  participate  in  a  sport  like  golf,  which  I  have  coached  a  number  of 
years,  is  run  on  a  more  individual  basis.  Athletes  practice — especially 
during  the  nontraditional  season — depending  on  their  class  schedule, 
which  varies  greatly.  If  you  now  ask  the  entire  team  to  take  three 
days  off,  you  are  going  to  eliminate  some  people  from  your  program. 
In  the  spirit  of  broad-based  participation,  I  think  this  being  defined 
as  a  team  taking  days  off  makes  a  large  difference.  I  would  urge  you 
to  consider  your  individual  sports  like  tennis  and  golf  and  vote 
negatively  on  No.  39-D. 
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Everett  J.  Phillips  (Fredonia  State  University  CoJJege):  Those  of 
us  who  play  fall  baseball  on  a  competitivebasis  would  be  restne^^^^ 
onlTfour  days  of  practice  and  competition  in  the  fall  At  the 

preLnt  moment,  we  play  almost  50 

and  that  would  mean  the  demise  of  fall  baseball  and  perhaps 
”  WalSIohnloMNorth  Centra.  -  want  ^ 

cetera  I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  if  an  athlete  wants  to  get  there 
on  the  other  four  days  or  three  days  that  are  available  to  them  on  their 

own  to  do  it,  they  are  not  going  to.  I  find  it  a 

is  not  going  to  get  out  and  golf  whether  you  tell  him  to  or  not  ana  a 
pnnis  Sr  is  not  going  to  get  out  and  hit  around  whether  you  tell 
Mm  o  or  not  If  youlant  to  be  in  the  nontraditional  season,  we  have 

voU  ttet  way  we  want  to  get  out  of  that  for 

fnr  academic  reasons,  then  we  need  to  get  out  of  it.  But 

the  argument  that  it  is  going  to  restrict  the  athlete  s  participation 

individual  sports  isn’t  necessarily  valid.  .  .  ,  i . 

Donald  Harnum  (Susquehanna  University):  I  would  echo  the 

senUments  of  the  previous  speaker  and  try  to 

purpose  of  defining  the  nontraditional  season  ^Ynd^^incrarse  the 
want  to  fight  to  lengthen  untraditional  seasons  and  increase  me 
aZun?  of  activity.  I  an.  personally  in  favor  of  four  days  off  .n  the 

nontraditional  season  rather  than  three.  Imnw  that 

Mr  Gordon:  I  know  that  golfers  will  play,  and  I  know  that 
Kf^tjpball  nlavers  will  find  a  way  to  do  it.  You  are  also  talking  about 
some  sports  that  are  directly  affected  by  weather,  golf  in 
Many  ml  f  coaches  have  moved  a  significant  portion  of  their  schedule 
SnontrSbnal  season 

mentioned -to  reduce  missed  class  time  during 
season.  Many  institutions  do  not  own  golf  courses  ^^d  ijjjst  P  ay 
durine  the  week  They  don’t  have  access  to  courses.  So  I  think  the 
soirit^of  some  of  the  things  that  have  been  done  are  to  reduce  the 
iMssed  class  time  opportunities  for  students  during  the  traditional 
season  try  to  help  lighten  their  load.  I  would  just  again  reiterate  some 
rfyrrprirams- tennis,  golf,  baseball  and  others-are  going  to  be 
M SsTrouble  if  you  mandate  three  days  off  and  you  get  ram.  You 

^^No«nan  A!sunLtroin  (Allegh^^^  College):  1  am 
on  behalf  of  the  golf  coaches  in  the  Northeast  and  on  behalf  o  y 
nprsonal  experience  with  golf  We  play  about  40  percent  of  our  golf 
schedule  in  the  fall.  1  think  we  should  do  away  with  traditional, 
SaMtlonM.^  think  you  should  tell 

golf  days  or  you  can  have  your  program  for  so  f  “ 

traditional  You  still  have  to  take  one  day  a  week  off,  but  at  least  g 
us  the  opportunity  to  schedule  according  to  our  facilities,  according  to 
our  acTmic  schedule  and  according  to  the  ayailabf  y  of  he 
courses.  1  personally  feel  that  you  should  not  support  No.  39-D.  1  think 
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it  is  detrimental  to  the  student-athlete.  I  know  right  now  T  worked  my 
schedule  out  that  we  miss  no  more  than  two  classes  during  the  first 
semester  and  we  miss  no  more  than  two  classes  in  the  second 
semester.  If  this  passes,  I  can  see  a  coach  pushing  his  schedule  to  the 
spring  semester  and  missing  more  classes  during  the  spring  semester. 
I  think  that  is  unfair  to  the  student-athlete. 

Tim  Brown  (Skidmore  College):  I  would  echo  what  Norm  said 
There  are  a  couple  things  in  spreading  the  semesters  out.  I  think  the 
problem  is  the  term  traditional  and  non  traditional.  We  don’t  have  that 
in  the  winter  sports.  But  now  we  are  trying  to  get  in  our  21  weeks  in 
golf,  tennis  and  baseball.  In  the  Northeast  and  the  northern  parts  of 
the  country,  it  is  not  going  to  happen;  we  are  not  going  to  get  21 
weeks.  At  Skidmore  College,  we  have  16  weeks  in  baseball,  tennis 
and  golf.  We  are  not  even  going  to  approach  21  weeks.  We  are  not 
going  to  approach  really  the  number  of  contests.  I  would  suggest  that 
although  we  call  it  nontraditional  because  the  national  championship 
is  in  the  spring,  in  baseball,  we  need  that  time.  We  only  take  four 
weeks,  because  that  is  really  about  what  we  can  get  with  the  good 
weather,  and  we  use  that  as  a  try-out  session.  If  you  are  going  to  limit 
us  now  to  giving  three  days  off,  we  are  going  to  have  to  force  more 
than  four  weeks.  I  would  suggest — let  us  operate  underneath  the 
guidelines  you  have  given  us— the  21  weeks  and  the  number  of 
contests,  and  let  us  work  around  our  calendar.  Don’t,  because  of 
where  we  are,  put  other  restrictions  on  us  along  with  the  weather  that 
will  severely  hamper  those  sports, 

[Proposal  No.  39-D  (Page  A-80)  was  defeated  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-1  and  39-8,  114-145,  two  abstentions,  roll- 
call  vote.] 

Sandra  R.  Weeden  (State  University  of  New  York,  Stony  Brook): 
I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-E. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  39-E  specifies  that  no  class  time  may  be  missed  for 
practice  during  football  and  basketball  season  during  the  traditional 
segment  and  all  other  sports  except  the  team  that  is  involved  in  away- 
from-home  contests.  On  behalf  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee, 
I  urge  you  to  support  Proposal  No.  39-E. 

Linda  C.  Hackett  (Smith  College):  I  have  a  question  or  interpre¬ 
tation.  If  a  student  happens  to  have  a  5  o’clock  lab  on  a  Tbesday 
during  the  soccer  season  and  she  has  arranged  with  her  professor  to 
miss  that  class  because  there  is  a  home  soccer  game,  can  you  tell  me 
whether  that  would  be  permissible? 

Mr.  Carzo:  My  impression  is  an  excuse  from  a  class  means  there 
is  not  a  class. 

Ms.  Hackett:  Everyone  else  in  the  class  is  there.  I  don’t  see 
anything  in  the  legislation  that  says  the  faculty  is  involved  in 
excusing.  I  think  that  is  why  I  asked  the  question. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you.  You  asked  me  what  I  would  say,  and  I 
reacted  to  it,  and  it  may  not  be  the  correct  interpretation.  I  don’t 
really  want  to  venture  any  further  interpretation  on  that.  If  anybody 
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else  cares  “  ^Univer^  (Missouri)!;  That  is  a 

John  M.  Schaet  need  more  national  legislation 

good  thought;  however  1  don  tthinkwenMO  nonathletes 

to  address  this  issue.  On  ^casron  f£eofwiU  arbitrarily  change 
alike  will  miss  a  class  bec^s  p  want  to 

the  meeting  time  or  the  course  et  cetera.  As  a  standard 

control.  (Page  A-80)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 

IS  by  and  39-8: 172.87,  four  absUntrons,  roU^^^ 

Sa™dra  R.  Weeden  (State  Umversity  of  New  York,  Stony  Brook): 

I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-b. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 
prlctL^^mtS  during  the  nontraditiW 

No.  39-3.  .  ,  , 

Lnis  team  play  in  the  inference  tournament,  wh 

Saturday.  It  could  not  be  a  Saturday  »una ay  rpj^gt  is 

I  would  appreciate  your 

,1  No  89-3  (Page  A-86)  was  moot  due  to  passage  of  No. 

!,Kichwafpai^Cin’theproceedingsbutincludedhe 

Tim  to.w"dmorl  College);  1  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal 

No.  39-2.  ,  ,  , 

[The  motion  was  seconded.!  ,  East  Coast 

The  reason  tor  No.  39-2  is  Jent  in  the  tall 

Athletic  Conference,  which  spon^s^t  nnable  to  get 

•  handles  over  100  teams  m  that  weekends.  Theref^^^ 

enough  golf  courses  the'wedJ  in  order  to  have  the  champion- 

we  must  participate  during  mnvp  on  to  the  championship, 

65,  six  abstentions,  ^ote.]  specifies  no  missed 

ino 
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season. 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  I  have 
heard  the  discussion,  and  I  would  like  somebody  from  the  steering 
committee  or  Presidents  Commission  to  tell  me  why  this  is  needed. 
What  are  we  really  trying  to  do  with  this?  I  have  heard  some  of  the 
verbiage  about  the  tournaments.  I  understand  that.  But  is  this 
needed,  and  if  it  is  needed,  why  is  it  needed? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Let  me  just  try.  I  would  hope  other  members  of  the 
steering  committee  and  Presidents  Commission  would  jump  in  here. 
My  impression  is  that  we  really  would  like  to  eliminate  No.  39-^',  but 
in  case  it  does  not  fail,  they  are  amending  it  to  make  it  more  attractive 
and  hoping  it  will  still  fail. 

William  F.  Langston  (Rockford  College):  To  add  credence  to  a 
desire  to  have  this  fail,  I  think  everyone  in  the  North  who  has  a  golf 
team  can  realize  that  we  cannot  get  on  courses  on  a  weekend.  We 
have  to  play  during  the  week.  The  weather  is  inclement  in  spring  and 
fall  to  the  point  where  we  cannot  possibly  approach  1 8  to  20  matches, 
which  puts  us  at  a  competitive  disadvantage  when  we  get  at  the 
national  level  with  the  southern  schools.  And  now  you  are  going  to 
take  away  the  opportunity  to  play  during  the  week  because  we  cannot 
miss  any  class  time.  It  just  absolutely  almost  eliminates  golf  in 
northern  Illinois. 

{Proposal  No.  39-F  (Page  A-81)  was  defeated  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-1, 39-2  and  39-8,  33-228,  three  abstentions, 
roll-call  vote.] 

Sandra  Weeden  (State  University  of  New  York,  Stony  Brook):  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-G. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Proposal  No.  39-G  simply  indicates  the  limitations  on  athletically 
related  activities.  The  previous  proposals  would  not  be  applicable 
during  the  academic  year  between  terms  when  classes  are  not  in 
session.  Restrictions  are  not  seen  as  necessary  when  we  are  not  in 
session,  so  there  is  no  likelihood  of  interference  of  the  student- 
athletes’  academic  pursuits.  On  behalf  of  the  Division  III  Steering 
Committee,  I  urge  your  acceptance  of  this  proposal. 

John  H.  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  Am  I  correct  that 
we  need  to  vote  for  No.  39-G  in  order  to  keep  our  preseason  practice 
time  clear  of  the  one-day  sit-down  restriction? 

Mr.  Carzo:  That  is  correct.  If  you  vote  for  No.  39-G,  that  frees  up 
preseason  from  the  requirement  of  having  to  take  one  day  off. 

Anthony  L.  LaScala  (Illinois  Benedictine  College):  Does  No.  39- 
G  count  in  the  21  weeks? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes. 

Mr.  LaScala:  As  part  of  your  21  weeks?  That  is  for  clarification. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes.  I  understand. 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  Sure,  it 
would  count.  As  soon  as  you  begin  the  first  day  of  practice,  you  start 
counting. 

David  T.  Nelson  (Luther  College):  Question;  I  think  I  know  the 
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answer,  but  I  want  to  have  it  reclarified.  It  says  between  terms.  What 
about  spring  break?  Many  teams  in  the  North  go  south  during 
spring  break  and  try  to  use  every  day  they  can.  Is  there  one  day  of! 
required  then  or  not?  This  would  riot  be  between  terrns. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Our  steering  committee  in  our  discussions  meant  trie 
vacation  periods  to  be  included  like  between  semesters. 

[Proposal  No.  39  G  (Page  A-81)  was  approved  by  Division  111, 

263-2,  roll  call  vote.]  .  ^  r  .u  4  -..rr 

David  A.  Jacobs  (Whittier  College):  On  behalf  of  the  steering 

committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Arthur  Eason  (William  Paterson  College):  I  move  the  adoption  ot 
Proposal  No.  39-5. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  u  u 

Mr.  Jacobs:  This  allows  Division  III  member  in stitutioris  to  hold 
practices  or  scrimmages  in  sports  other  than  football,  basketball  and 
ice  hockey  on  August  24  prior  to  the  first  perm  issib  e  date  of 
competition,  which  is  September  7,  as  stated  m  Proposal  No.  39-1 
The  steering  committee  believes  that  it  is  important  for  Division  III 
institutions  to  be  allowed  some  time  prior  to  the  start  of  the  season  tor 
practice  scrimmages.  It  is  understood  that  these  scrimmages  must 
count  towards  the  institution’s  permissible  number  of  contest  dates 
and  dates  of  competition.  I  move  this  proposal  and  urge  your  support. 

Tim  Morgan  (Christopher  Newport  College);  Is  it  my  understand¬ 
ing  as  we  discussed  yesterday  afternoon,  that  the  dates  on  this 
particular  proposition -Nos.  39-1  and  39-5-are  not  engraved  m 
stone?  The  starting  dates-September  7  and  August  24 —can  be 
altered  according  to  the  needs  of  either  Division  III  or  the  institution. 
Mr.  Carzo:  We  have  to  wait  for  it  to  become  legislation  to  change  it. 
Mr!  Morgan:  I  am  asking  that  these  dates  would  not  necessarily 

be  engraved  in  stone,  is  that  correct?  ,  .  .  ^  *u  ee 

Mr.  Carzo:  No,  sir.  You  have  time  to  amend  it  before  the  effective 

date,  I  would  assume.  , , .  i  ju 

Patrice  A.  MUkovich  (Oberlin  College):  I  would  like  to  ^k  the 
members  of  this  body  to  recall  yesterday’s  discussion  on  the  late 
starting  date  of  September  7. 1  would  urge  you  to  defeat  this  motion 
and  to  make  your  feelings  known  to  the  committee.  This  is  not  an 
acceptable  starting  date  and  defeat  would  identify  how  we  feel  as  a 

M^.  Brown:  I  think  what  we  are  concerned  with  is  not  so  much  the 
starting  date  of  contests,  but  scrimmages,  so  1  think  what  she  was 
speaking  to  was  to  defeat  No.  39-1,  but  I  would  stand  up  in  support  of 
allowing  scrimmages  starting  earlier. 

Mr  Carzo:  Let’s  make  sure  we  understand  this  clearly.  What  you 
are  voting  on  is  this  amendment  that  alltws  you  to  scrimmage 
August  24.  Without  that  proviso,  you  are  stuck  with  the  September  / 
deadline  for  scrimmages  if  No.  39-5  passes,  of  course,  so  we  are 
amending  that.  This  is  giving  you  a  little  more  flexibility.  ,  ,,  . 
Gordon  Collins  (College  of  Wooster):  Do  we  understand  that 
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what  we  are  really  instituting  here  is  the  opportunity  for  scrimmages 
and  then  we  will  come  back  with  that  horrible  starting  date  of  the  7th 
and  deal  with  that  on  Proposal  No.  39-1?  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Carzo;  That  is  correct. 

[Proposal  No.  39-5  (Page  A-86)  was  approved  by  Division  III,  256- 
12,  roll-call  vote.l 

Mr.  Jacobs:  As  amended,  Proposal  No.  39-1  moves  the  first  date  of 
competition  in  the  traditional  segments  of  sports  other  than  basket¬ 
ball,  football  and  ice  hockey  from  August  15  to  September  7,  still 
giving  provision  for  practice  scrimmage  and  is  a  reduction  in 
competitive  playing  season.  I  urge  your  support  for  Proposal  No.  39- 
I  as  amended. 

Layton  Shoemaker  (Messiah  College):  For  the  simple  reasons  I 
indicated  yesterday,  I  think  this  may  be  overseen  by  the  scheduling. 
I  think  we  need  to  look  at  practice  opportunities,  not  starting  dates,  to 
take  in  the  variety  of  differences  that  exist  in  our  institutions.  Also, 
I  don’t  think  it  is  limited  to  the  sports  that  are  indicated.  Volleybali 
already  has  legislation  on  the  books  that  permits  them  to  start 
earlier.  I  would  like  clarification  to  know  if  that  legislation  that  is 
already  on  the  books  pertaining  to  volleyball  is  going  to  remain  in 
effect  or  if  volleyball  is  being  brought  in  under  this  umbrella. 

Mr.  Carzo:  That  is  a  good  point.  Thank  you.  When  we  discussed 
this,  we  meant  it  to  apply  to  all  other  sports. 

Mr.  Shoemaker:  Including  volleyball? 

Mr.  Carzo:  Yes. 

Mr.  Shoemaker:  Does  that  moot  the  legislation,  then,  that  is  on 
the  books  for  volleyball?  Is  that  what  you  are  saying? 

Mr.  Carzo:  If  this  is  passed,  it  does,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Shoemaker:  I  would  think,  then,  that  the  discussion  yesterday 
revealed  that  the  September  7  date  was  an  arbitrary  date,  which  was 
entered  into  without  much  research.  1  think  we  need  to  research  this 
much  more  definitively  before  we  come  up  with  a  starting  date  for 
each  of  the  fall  sports.  It  seems  to  be  somewhat  discriminatory  in  the 
way  It  is  being  applied.  I  would  urge  the  delegates  to  defeat  this 
legislation. 

Willard  Huyck  (University  of  the  South):  When  the  Special 
Committee  on  Cost  Reduction  polled  the  Division  III  presidents,  the 
two  single  items  that  had  the  most  definite  response  were  these 
Seventy-six  percent  of  the  Division  III  presidents  were  in  favor  of 
restricting  preseason  practice  opportunities  and  moving  first  contest 
dates.  Eighty  percent  were  in  favor  of  establishing  playing  and 
practice  season  limitations  in  all  sports.  That  is  why  we  arrived  at 
this  general  concept,  whether  it  was  the  7th,  8th  or  6th.  But  there  was 
a  clear-cut  and  positive  response  from  the  presidents  in  support  of 
this  sort  of  limitation. 

Dennis  A.  Booher  (Allentown  College):  In  discussions  with  my 
president,  we  were  in  favor  of  this.  But  we  would  like  to  see  the  date 
changed  to  the  30th  of  August  or  the  last  weekend  of  August  as  a 
starting  date,  thus  reducing  the  time  to  two  weeks,  which  is  in  the 
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spirit  of  what  we  are  trying  to  do,  but  not  confine  us  to  the  first 
weekend  of  September,  which  does  allow  us  a  little  leew^. 

Mr.  Carzo:  There  is  a  mechanism  to  do  that  now.  Thank  you, 

^^Matthew  Galvin  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  I  would 
like  to  reiterate  what  the  gentleman  from  Messiah  College  was 
saying.  The  consensus  of  the  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  is 
that  this  proposed  starting  date  is  unfavorable.  By  taking  away  a 
week  in  which  games  could  be  played,  fall  sports  are  forced  to  squeeze 
the  same  amount  of  games  into  a  shorter  period  of  time,  thereby 
placing  more  time  demands  on  the  student-athlete.  Does  this  not 
contradict  one  of  the  aims  of  this  reform  package?  I  r^lize  that 
Proposal  No.  39-M  does  restrict  the  amount  of  games.  Yet,  many 

schools  will  maintain  their  current  number  of  games. 

John  M.  Schael  (Washington  University  (Missouri)):  I  rise  to 
speak  against  Proposal  No.  39-1. 1  think  whoever  put  in  the  original 
legislation  with  August  13  or  the  first  day  of  classes  had  great 
wisdom.  Now,  why  would  I  say  that?  Obviously,  I  am  not  aware  ot 
anybody  in  Division  III  scheduling  contests  on  August  15, 16  or  17. 
But  what  the  August  15  date  provides  is  the  window  of  opportunity  to 
address  what  the  major  problem  is  in  terms  of  trying  to  establish  a 
consistent  date  for  everyone  in  Division  III.  Some  institutions  be^n 
their  classes  on  August  26,  some  on  the  28th,  some  in  September. 
What  the  current  legislation  does  that  we  have  on  the  books  is  provide 
that  opportunity  to  make  an  institutional  determination  as  to  when 
you  are  going  to  be  able  to  play  your  first  contest.  I  think  the  current 
legislation  works  very  well,  and  I  would  hope  that  you  would  vote 

against  this  issue.  .  .  tit 

[Proposal  No.  39-1  (Page  A-82)  was  defeated  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-5  and  39-8, 83-181 ,  four  abstentions,  roll-call 

vote.)  ,  ,  r  1 

David  A.  Jacobs  (Whittier  College):  On  behalf  of  the  steering 

committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-J. 

[The  motion  was  seconded. 1 

Proposal  No.  39-J  moves  the  first  date  of  competition  in  football 
from  September  1  to  the  Friday  or  Saturday  10  weeks  prior  to  the  first 
round  of  the  Division  III  football  championships.  It  seems  to  rnake 
more  sense  to  have  the  first  date  of  football  competition  dependent 
upon  the  football  championship  date  than  to  have  it  on  a  set  date  each 
year.  I  urge  your  support  for  the  proposal.  ,  „  ^ 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College);  I  would 
like  to  move  the  amendment,  which  is  No.  39-6. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.)  •  i.  • 

Let  me  just  reiterate  what  was  said  yesterday  during  the  meeting. 
If  you  are  saddled  with  10  dates,  be  they  games  or  practices,  and  you 
count  back  from  the  start  of  the  national  championships,  you  have  no 
elbow  room  or  flexibility  at  all  if  you  find  yourself  with  nonmandated 
scheduling.  If  .you  are  looking  for  outside  nonleague  opponents  and 
you  are  trying  to  fill  a  date  with  an  in  ter  sectional  game,  you  are 
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trying  to  fill  a  game  with  someone  that  you  truly  want  to  play.  You 
may  not  have  that  opportunity  if  you  limit  yourself  to  10  weeks.  The 
one  extra  week,  I  think,  gives  you  some  flexibility,  allows  you  to  have 
an  open  date  sometime  during  the  season,  and  that  probably  is  not 
bad  from  a  health  standpoint,  so  we  have  moved  this  modest 
amendment  to  make  10  into  1 1  weeks. 

Susan  Peterson  Lubow  (U.  S.  Merchant  Marine  Academy):  I 
would  like  to  ditto  what  Mr.  Marshall  said.  There  are  a  lot  of 
institutions  that  have  complex  reasons  why  we  need  the  1 1  weeks.  We 
for  instance,  start  school  July  23  and  have  final  exams  the  first  week 
of  October,  which  eliminates  us  from  participating  one  weekend 
during  the  time.  If  we  are  limited  to  10  weeks,  then  we  are  mandated 
to  only  those  other  nine  weeks  we  can  play  our  game.  1  am  urging  the 
delegation  to  please  give  the  flexibility  that  Mr.  Marshall  was  talking 
about  that  you  find  in  No.  39-6  to  allow  institutions  to  determine  what 
we  can  consider  playing. 

Norman  A.  Sundstrom  (Allegheny  College):  When  I  first  read 
this,  I  thought  it  meant  that  we  were  going  to  have  11  weeks,  10 
games  and  a  scrimmage.  After  I  read  it  again  today  and  heard  Bill 
speak  on  it,  I  don  t  think  that  is  what  it  is  saying  at  all.  I  looked  at  my 
schedule.  We  are  scheduled  through  '98.  We  are  in  a  conference  that  is 

middle,  and  we  are  able 
to  fill  the  date  at  the  beginning.  You  can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong. 
Bill,  but  I  think  that  is  what  Bill  was  alluding  to.  He  is  not  looking  to 
have  an  1 1  —or  a  scrimmage  and  1 0  games.  He  is  just  looking  for  an 
opportunity  for  flexibility  within  your  schedule,  and  I  think  that  is 
important  to  note  that. 

William  E.  Lide  (Salisbury  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I  urge  your  defeat  of  Proposal  No. 
39-6.  What  we  felt  No.  39-6  does  is  to  lengthen  the  football  playing 
season  proposed  in  Proposal  No.  39.  The  intent  of  Proposal  No.  39  is 
to  shorten  the  playing  season  in  a  reasonable  way,  not  only  because 
it  will  reduce  the  demands  on  our  student-athletes,  but  because  it  also 
represents  a  cost  saving  for  some  or  several  Division  III  institutions 
We  strongly  urge  your  defeat  of  Proposal  No.  39-6. 

(Plymouth  State  College):  I  agree  with  Bill 
Marshall  and  with  Sue  from  the  Merchant  Marine  Academy.  I  think 
if  you  are  not  conference  affiliated  in  football,  you  will  need  the  extra 
week  in  order  to  build  flexibility  into  your  schedule.  Obviously,  if  you 
are  trying  to  schedule  an  eight-game  season  or  a  nine-game  season 
you  need  that  extra  week  to  allow  you  the  flexibility  to  schedule  other 
teams  that  may  have  conference  affiliations. 

Mr.  Marshall:  Just  in  response  to  Bill  Lide,  this  is  permissive  It 
IS  not  mandatory.  If  you  can  build  your  schedule  in  10  straight  weeks, 
that  is  great.  It  is  permissive.  Nothing  is  mandated. 

(Proposal  No.  39-J  (Page  A-82)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-6  and  39-8, 184-28. 45  abstentions,  roll-call 
vote.] 

Mr.  Carzo:  Before  we  move  Proposal  No.  39-K,  President  David 
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Warren  would  like  to  address  you  for  a  moment.  David,  can  you  talk 
now?  Then  we  can  vote  on  No.  39-K.  We  will  put  the  wting  on  39^  on 
for  a  second  while  the  machine  prepares,  and  President  David 

Warren  would  like  to  address  the  group.  i  i  • 

David  L.  Warren  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University):  Early  this  morning, 
we  adopted  No.  39-C,  which  provides  for  one  day  off  during  the 
traditional  segment,  and,  as  you  will  recall,  we  defeated  No.  39-D, 
and  a  question  was  posed  does  that  mean  that  we  now  have  no  one  day 
off  requirements  during  the  nontraditional  segment,  and  the  answer 


is  that  is  what  that  means.  .  ^  „ 

David  A.  Jacobs  (Whittier  College):  On  behalf  of  the  steering 
committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-K. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.l  .  * 

Proposal  No.  39-K  shortens  the  practice  season  by  moving  the  first 
date  of  practice  from  August  15  to  August  24  or  the  first  day  of 
classes,  whichever  occurs  earlier.  On  behalf  of  the  steering  committee, 

I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  39-K.  _ 

Layton  Shoemaker  (Messiah  College):  It  seems  to  me  logical  to 
assume  that  No.  39-K  was  proposed  somewhat  predicated  u^n  No. 
39-1.  No.  39-K  deals  with  the  beginning  of  practice  season.  No.  dy-l 
dealt  with  beginning  of  the  playing  season,  and  No.  39-K  deals  with 
the  starting  date  of  the  practice  season,  which  was  probably  predi¬ 
cated  on  what  was  assumed  might  happen  in  No.  39-1.  So  1  think  the 
mood  of  the  organization  for  No.  39-K  has  to  be  somewhat  predicated 
on  what  happened  in  No.  39-1.  If  we  have  not  now  changed  the 
starting  date  for  contests,  it  seems  that  we  should  not  deal  with  a 
revised  starting  date  for  practices.  I  think  we  should  defeat  No.  39-is. 

based  on  the  defeat  of  No.  39-1.  ^  •  j 

Michael  F.  Adams  (Centre  College):  I  would  like  to  remind 
particularly  all  of  the  presidents  here  that  with  the  defeat  of  the 
beginning  date  earlier,  we  have  now  defeated  m  Division  III  every 
single  cost-cutting  measure.  If  you  watch  this  morning’s  papers  at 
all  Division  I  has  adopted  a  number  of  very  difficult  cost-cutting 
measures  for  them.  Those  of  us  in  Division  HI  are  really  going  to 
appear,  I  think,  to  the  general  public  to  have  missed  the  reform  boat 
pretty  badly  if  No.  39-K  is  not  passed.  This  is  the  best  cost-cutting 
measure  that  I  see  remaining  by  the  limitation  on  when  certain 


William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  Yesterday, 
we  talked  a  little  bit  about  the  medical  implications  of  preparing  a 
young  man  or  young  lady  for  competition.  I  want  to  advance  that  idea 
again.  I  feel  very  uncomfortable  casting  a  blanket  out  using  August 
24  for  all  of  the  sports  except  football.  I  would  feel  very  uncomfortable 
if  at  our  institution  a  student-athlete  were  to  collapse  on  the  field 
playing  soccer  or  field  hockey  or  one  was  to  collapse  on  a  cross¬ 
country  course  and  we  were  to  find  later  on  that  there  were  medical 
reasons  why  they  should  not  be  out  there  as  it  relates  to  pres^son 
conditioning,  getting  one’s  body  in  shape  for  competition.  I  would  like 
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to  certainly  have  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  in  the  next 
year,  if  this  passes,  try  to  get  some  medical  confirmation  of  what  is  a 
recommended  preseason  training  period  for  cross-country  or  volley¬ 
ball  or  soccer  or  field  hockey  so  that  we  are  dealing  with  some 
medical  concerns  as  it  relates  to  students  instead  of  concerning 
ourselves  with  dollars.  If  we  are  hit  with  a  major  liability  lawsuit, 
there  will  not  be  any  cost-cutting.  It  will  be  costing. 

Judith  M,  Sweet  (University  of  California,  San  Diego):  I  would 
like  to  point  out  there  is  not  a  direct  relationship  between  Nos.  39-1 
and  39-K.  No.  39-1  dealt  with  games.  No.  39-K  deals  with  your 
starting  date  for  practice.  Bill,  with  all  due  respect,  if  you  are 
concerned  about  the  amount  of  time  they  have  in  preparation  for 
games,  you  can  start  games  at  a  later  point  in  time.  You  were  the  one 
that  asked  for  this. 

Anthony  L.  LaScala  (Illinois  Benedictine  College):  In  reference 
to  Division  I,  first  of  all,  we  are  not  Division  I.  We  do  not  have  the 
kinds  of  problems  in  cost  reduction  that  Division  I  has.  Our  presidents 
give  us  a  budget  to  operate  on,  and  we  have  to  operate  within  that 
budget.  Now,  if  the  president  does  not  want  us  to  spend  the  kind  of 
money  that  has  to  make  a  program  go,  they  can  do  that.  So  I  just  don’t 
see  us  comparing  ourselves  with  Division  I. 

Jenepher  P.  Shillingford  (Bryn  Mawr  College):  I  would  urge 
your  support  of  this.  I  think,  again,  we  are  talking  about  moving  a 
starting  date  nine  days.  It  is  a  cost  reduction,  and  I  think  it  is 
inaccurate  to  suggest  that  Division  III  has  not  escalated  their 
programs.  1  think  if  you  look  at  our  nondivisional  seasons,  you  will 
see  a  rather  significant  expansion.  In  my  own  case,  I  can  remember 
12  years  ago  haying  12  hockey  games.  That  went  up  to  22,  back  to  19, 
so  I  think  this  is  a  cost-saving  reduction,  and  we  need  to  move  the 
date  to  August  24,  and  that  is  simply  what  this  does, 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  Last  night, 

I  was  so  moved  when  1  was  at  the  Honors  Dinner  and  I  heard  all  the 
young  student-athletes  talking  about  the  opportunities  that  they  have 
been  afforded  in  intercollegiate  athletics  and  how  valuable  those 
opportunities  were,  to  have  the  chance  to  participate,  to  have  the 
chance  to  come  so  far  in  women’s  athletics  during  the  past  10  years 
due  to  the  support  of  the  NCAA.  Personally,  I  think  preseason 
practices  serve  a  useful  purpose.  It  enhances  the  quality  of  the 
experience  for  all  students  who  elect  to  participate  in  wholesome 
intercollegiate  athletics  programs.  It  is  the  time  to  properly  condition, 
thereby  reducing  the  risk  of  injury,  a  time  to  teach  the  fundamentals 
and  strategies  of  the  sport,  a  time  to  come  together  as  a  team  and 
form  a  team  identity,  a  time  period  that  enables  coaches  the 
opportunity  to  adequately  prepare  their  teams  for  inseason  competi¬ 
tion  without  conflicting  with  the  academic  demands  faced  by 
students.  If  we  adopt  this  legislation,  the  start  of  classes  is  one  of  the 
most  stressful  periods  for  an  entering  and  returning  student.  To 
couple  the  start  of  classes  with  that  of  practice  seems  to  be  counter¬ 
productive  and  in  the  end  will  increase  the  time  demands  placed  on 
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the  student-athlete  during  the  academic  term.  I  would  urge  your 

^^LrndI*^c!^e\Tno  (Hamline  University):  Yesterday,  someone 
mentioned  the  importance  of  having  consistent  language.  Right  now 
I  see  us  varying  between  the  language  for  football  and  other  sports. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  once  again  to  the  steering  c^nmnttee  for 
Division  III  that  we  try  to  make  the  language  consistent.  I  am  tor 
cost  reduction  measures,  but  I  think  we  may  have  some  equity 
problems  because  our  language  is  not  consistent  In  one  ^  f  ^ 
using  dates.  In  another  case,  we  arc  counting  back  weeks  or  using 

^^Willfain^E!  Urde^Salisbury  State  University):  I  think  there  is  one 
other  aspect  we  should  look  at  that  we  have  not.  This  will  also  P^^ce 
many  of  the  institutions  on  more  equal  footing  as  to  when  the 
preseasons  are  initiated.  You  speak  of  the  August  24 
start  before  about  that  time,  anyway.  It  will  not  cost  us  a^ 
additional  dollars  or  it  will  not  take  any  additional  dollars  away  from 
us  in  that  regard,  but  I  do  know  that  many  institutions  start  a  lot 
earlier  and  it  would  be  an  avenue  to  place  us  on  u^uaUootmg 

[Proposal  No.  39  K  (Page  A-82)  was  approved  by  Division  HI  as 
amended  by  No.  39-8,  214-52,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.j 
David  A.  Jacobs  (Whittier  (Ilollege):  On  behalf  of  the  steering 
committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-L. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  u 

Proposal  No.  39-L  shortens  the  football  practice  season  by  chang  g 
from  29  to  27  the  number  of  preseason  P’^^edee  op^rtumties  used  o 
calculate  institutions’  first  date  of  practice.  On  behalf  of  the  steering 
committee,  I  urge  support  of  Pro^sal  Na  39-L.  o  P„i 

John  Zinda  (Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Senpps  Co  - 
leges):  Question.  Was  this  recommendation  given  to  the  tootball 

committee  for  discussion?  ,  , 

Mr.  Carzo:  Are  you  speaking  of  the  football  rules  committee  or  the 

football  championships  committee? 

Mr.  Zinda:  Yes. 

Mr.  Carzo:  Not  to  my  knowledge.  ,  u 

Mr.  Zinda:  So  they  had  no  time  to  review  this  and  what  impact  this 

'^^Mr  ^arzo:  Not  to  my  knowledge.  I  think  the  football  rules 
committee  or  the  AFCA  could  have  submitted  legislation  or  an 

amendment  to  this  if  they  did  not  like  it.  1  ®  ^‘"^Xer 

made.  I  also  would  like  to  make  another  iwint  that  goes  the  other 
direction.  Of  all  the  proposals  that  you  see  in  here, 
eight  or  nine  amendments  offered,  and  this  legislation  has  been 
around  for  just  about  a  year.  It  is  awfully  difficult  to  amend  it  when 
you  get  beyond  deadline  dates.  It  is  very  difficult  to  take  a  message 
from  here  now,  bring  it  back  next  year  and  not  give  you  time  to  amend 
it  or  think  about  it.  So  it  has  been  published  for  a  considerable  amount 

of  time  in  The  NCAA  News.  a.uw  r  TW 

Daniel  E.  Waldridge  (Old  Dominion  Athletic  Conference):  The 
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football  rules  committee  would  not  deal  with  how  many  days  of 
practice  you  have  or  anything  like  that.  They  would  never  get  involved 
in  practice  time. 

Layton  Shoemaker  (Messiah  College):  I  want  to  point  out  again 
some  of  the  inconsistencies  that  we  are  dealing  with.  In  football  we 
are  asking  for  one  day  to  be  reduced,  29  to  27  practice  opportunities, 
and  in  the  other  fall  sports,  we  are  asking  for  nine  days  to  be  reduced.’ 
1  at  some  point  we  have  to  deal  with  those  inconsistencies. 
[Proposal  No.  39-L  (Page  A-83)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  No.  39-8, 193- U,  40  abstentions,  roll-call  vote  1 
George  M.  Harmon  (Millsaps  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division 
U1  bteering  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  39-M 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  is  the  steering  committee  s  attempt  to  reduce  the  number  of 
contests  or  dates  of  competition  in  each  sport.  We  believe  it  is  critical 
when  It  comes  to  the  issue  of  time  demands  on  student-athletes  and 
cost  reduction,  even  in  Division  III. 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  On 
behalf  of  the  rnember  colleges  listed,  I  would  like  to  move  the 
amendment,  which  is  Proposal  No.  39-7. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  amendment  does  nothing  more  than  maintain  the  status  quo. 
Let  me  point  out  to  you  that  I  appreciate  George’s  comment.  Let  me 
point  out  to  you  from  an  academic  standpoint  there  is  very  little  out- 
of-class  time  lost  in  football.  What  this  does  would  allow  you  to  play  10 
games  and  have  one  scrimmage  before  your  season  begins. 

Robert  G.  Bottoms  (DePauw  University):  I  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  say  one  word,  not  so  much  as  a  member  of  the  Council,  but 
as  president  of  simply  one  of  the  institutions  involved.  We  continue  to 
hear  a  lot  of  rhetoric  about  how  we  are  alike  or  how  we  are  unlike 
Division  1.  Actually,  I  think  some  of  us  in  Division  III  are  more 
affected  and  have  rnore  needs  for  cost-cutting  measures  than  do  some 
ol  the  institutions  in  Division  I.  This  gives  us  a  chance  to  cut  costs 

^  speaking  against  the  substitute. 
No.  39  7.  Wc  have  had,  1  believe,  an  effort  to  reform  and  reduce  the 
number  of  contests  across  the  board.  1  think  we  have  been  fair,  and  I 
think  we  should  not  make  an  exception  for  football. 

Linda  S.  Moulton  (Clark  Atlanta  University):  I  guess  this  really 
does  speak  to  botli.  I  realize  with  the  legislation  in  front  of  us  that  we 
are  beginning  to  address  the  issue  of  reducing  the  number  of 
contests.  But  I  think  for  many  of  us  that  this  does  not  begin  to  go  far 
enougl^ I  guess  l  am  asking  for  support  for  No.  39-M,  but  to  also  state 
to  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  that  we  need  to  review  this 
further  and  look  for  further  reductions  in  number  of  contests. 

[Proposal  No,  39-7  (Page  A-87)  was  defeated  by  Division  III  149- 
180,  27  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Frank  Rotunda  (Stevens  Institute  of  Technology):  I  have  a  little 
problem  with  the  arbitrary  nature  of  the  numbers.  I  know  that  a  lot  of 
the  numbers  have  to  do  with  traditional  seasons  in  each  of  the  sports. 
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But  if  we  are  dealing  with  reform,  I  would  like  to  know  how  we  wou  d 
eliminate  one  crosscountry  meet,  which  would  talm 
45  minutes  to  run,  whereby  we  deal  with  basAall 
amounting  to  somewhere  approaching  80  games  where  it  f™' 

CTs  to  play  one  of  these  games.  It  seems  to  me  if  we  are  going  to  be 
dealing  with  some  kind  of  equity  or  sense  in  coming  up  wi  h  the 
numbers,  that  to  eliminate  a  baseball  game  here  or  there  is  one  thing 
But  to  arbitrarily  cut  a  45  minute  contest  in  cross  country  does  not 

seem  to  make  much  sense.  -s-  „  t 

F.  Paul  Bogan  (Westfield  State  College):  I  rise  not  in 
would  hope  that  the  body  looks  at  all  of  Proposal  No.  39.  It  is  a 
concept  We  do  have  two  years  to  correct  a  lot  of  things  we  have  done 
here  this  morning.  I  think  there  is  a  lot  of  confusion.  We  don  t  know 
whether  wc  are  in  traditional  or  non  traditional.  One  of  the  Presidents 
TalSd  about  cost-cutting.  I  will  tell  you  what  cost-cutting  is.  When 
the  government  wants  to  close  your  institution,  that  is  eost-cutting^ 
That  is  a  real  serious  problem.  I  would  hope  you  go  back  and  really 
research  and  find  out  what  the  student-athletes  really  get  concerned 
about  with  No.  39. 1  would  hope  you  would  talk  to  the  coaches  and 
to  the  athletics  directors  by  the  Convention  so  we  ^ 

on  the  rationale  for  the  cutbacks,  we  simply  tned  topply  about  a  10 
percent  cut  across  the  board  knowing  full  well  that  ° 

equate  the  time  that  one  spends  in  cross-country  with  football  or 
anything  else.  So  in  order  to  minimize  controversy,  we  tried  to  go 
ac^ss  the  board  with  it  rather  than  be  selective.  It  was  a  direction  by 
the  presidents  to  reduce  costs  in  all  l^vision  III  ^ 

Katherine  Marshall  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee). 
The  concerns  of  the  student-athlete  are  that  the  time  demands  of 
Division  III  are  not  that  unreasonable.  It  is  harder  for  us  to 
cost-cutting  measures  because  that  is  a  side  that  we  n®t  ^ved 
in  We  recognize  that,  and  if  we  have  to  live  with  tbe  cuts  m  the 
number  of  contests,  we  will.  This  year  they  don  t  seem  that  bad.  But 
when  you  talk  about  next  year  we  need  to  look  at  reducing  them  more. 
It  is  important  to  keep  enough  competition  that  our  time  justified 
all  the  practice  time  we  put  in  and  that  the  time  and  money  that  th 

institutions  spend  on  us  is  justified.  j  •  _4 

Michael  Adams  (Centre  College):  I  want  to  respond  just  quickly 
to  the  statements  that  were  made  by  the  student  speaker  ^ 

whose  opinion  I  certainly  respect.  I  think  most  presidents  do  isten  to 
student-athletes.  But  to  make  the  statement  students  do  not  have  a 
stake  in  cost-cutting,  particularly  in  Division  III,  really  begs  the 
auesLn  because  most  of  the  fastest  rising  costs  in  many  campuses 
todfy  am  noLcademic  costs.  It  has  been  demonstrated  ov^  and 
over  You  are  paying  for  your  own  education,  as  most  Division  ill 
people  are.  You  have  a  vigorous  stake  in  Division  III  than  anywhere 
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else  in  the  NCAA. 

Frank  Mach  [University  of  St.  Thomas  (Minnesota)]:  We  appar¬ 
ently  have  drifted  over,  at  least  at  the  moment,  to  concentrate  on  the 
concept  of  cost-cutting.  I  would  like  to  refer  to  your  attention 
something  you  are  probably  aware  of,  and  that  is  that  over  the  years 
that  I  have  been  involved  in  the  organization  at  this  level,  the  single 
most  significant  factor  increasing  our  costs  has  been  inter  sectional 
travel  and  spring  trips.  If  we  are  going  to  legislate  something  and 
really  honest  to  God  want  to  cut  costs  without  greatly  injuring  our 
program,  I  wish  we  would  take  a  hard  look  at  what  we  have  gotten 
ourselves  into.  I  keep  hearing  from  coaches  in  virtually  every  sport 
that  if  we  don’t  go  off  to  California  to  play,  we  will  not  be  considered 
for  postseason  competition.  They  are  probably  telling  their  folks  they 
got  to  come  back  and  play  us.  Take  a  look  at  how  much  you  are 
spending  on  that  kind  of  travel. 

Ms.  Marshall:  I  said  that  I  do  realize  and  recognize  that  cost  is  an 
extremely  important  issue.  At  my  own  university,  I  know  that  we  are 
moving  at  this  time  to  spend  money  on  faculty  and  academic 
facilities,  and  that  is  important.  I  realize  maybe  now  this  is  not  the 
time  moneys  come  to  the  athletics  department,  but  I  just  want  us  to 
try  to  maintain  what  we  have.  We  are  not  asking  for  more. 

[Proposal  No.  39-M  (Page  A-83)  was  approved  by  Division  III  as 
amended  by  No.  39-8,  240-26,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 
Division  III  Playing  Seasons 

Mr.  Carzo:  That  is  the  last  roll-call  vote.  We  can  now  go  to  No  117. 

John  S.  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsoring  institutions.  I  move  the  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  1 1 7. 
[The  motion  was  seconded.  [ 

Resolution  117  is  to  develop  and  define  common  starting  dates  for 
fail,  winter  and  spring  season.  Again,  I  remind  the  membership  that 
it  is  a  resolution.  The  instructions  are  for  the  Council  to  refine  the 
resolution,  and  the  essence  is  to  really  direct  Division  III  play  to  the 
traditional  season. 

Donna  M.  Ledwin  (College  of  Notre  Dame):  I  would  just  like  to 
take  this  opporturiity  to  echo  what  I  heard  another  gentleman  say 
earlier,  and  that  is  we  need  to  do  our  homework.  I  have  sat  here 
through  this  morning  going  through  Proposal  No.  39  piece  by  piece. 

I  need  Advil.  I  need  TVlenol.  I  need  Turns.  And  I  think  we  need  to  do 
our  homework.  We  have  abdicated  a  lot  of  responsibility.  There  is  an 
April  1 ,  1991,  date  on  this  resolution.  We  need  to  sit  down  while  this 
is  fresh  in  our  minds.  I  am  sure  not  everyone  has  stood  up  and 
expressed  their  opinion  about  what  they  think.  There  are  a  lot  of 
strong  opinions  going  around  this  room.  We  see  a  lot  of  problems. 
Soon,  while  it  is  fresh,  get  these  thoughts  on  paper.  Get  it  to  the 
steering  committee.  April  1  is  that  deadline.  Take  that  opportunity 
and  do  not  abdicate  responsibility  for  this. 

Stephen  R.  Bamford  (Plymouth  State  College):  1  would  like  to 
ask  the  source  of  this  resolution,  if  the  intent  is  to  get  away  from  the 
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21 -week  season. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  That  is  correct.  The  intent  is  to  move  away 
from  the  21 -week  season.  I  also  may  want  to  add  that  the  sponsoring 
institutions  recognize  the  problems  that  that  may  create  for  such 
sports  as  golf  and  tennis.  It  is  certainly  our  intent  to  provide  direction 
to  the  Council  allowing  for  exceptions  for  the  institutions  or  the  sports 
that  play  split  season  in  golf  and  tennis,  particularly  in  the  northern 
climates. 

Linda  C.  Hackett  (Smith  College):  1  would  just  like  to  urge 
adoption  of  this  resolution.  I  think  that  we  have  seen  in  recent  years 
a  tendency  in  Division  III  to  support  the  measures  of  Division  I  and 
II,  and  this  is  a  departure.  In  this  case,  we  are  wanting  to  take  a  look 
at  our  division,  our  philosophy  and  the  proliferation  of  sports.  I  urge 
your  adoption  of  this  measure. 

John  H.  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  I  also  would  like 
to  urge  support  of  this.  I  think  the  intent  of  this  is  excellent.  It  is  a 
resolution,  and  it  can  be  fine-tuned.  I  think  it  is  a  good  corollary  to  the 
reforms  that  we  have  already  begun  to  adopt  in  Proposal  No.  39.  I 
think  they  should  be  considered  together.  Nos.  39  and  117  are  both 
headed  in  the  same  direction.  They  are  directing  us  to  do  more,  study 
further,  come  up  with  better  information  in  order  to  carry  through 
some  of  the  reforms  that  we  think  are  good,  so  I  again  urge  adoption 
of  this  one  in  the  same  spirit  as  No.  39. 

Diane  Fairchild  (Grinnell  College):  I  wish  to  speak  in  favor  of 
Resolution  No.  1 17  also.  No  one  has  mentioned  multisport  athlete  in 
the  last  two  days,  as  far  as  1  can  remember.  I  feel  that  the  length  of 
seasons  has  discouraged  and  made  impossible  for  that  student- 
athlete  who  wishes  to  participate  in  more  than  one  sport  in  Division 
III  to  do  so.  We  have  heard  the  word  “philosophy”  used  many  times 
this  week  as  it  pertains  to  Division  III.  Our  philosophy  statement  in 
Division  III  states  that  we  should  encourage  participation  by  maxi¬ 
mizing  the  number  and  variety  of  athletics  opportunities.  By  shorten¬ 
ing  the  length  of  playing  seasons  in  the  fall,  winter  and  spring,  we 
will  widen  the  opportunities  for  those  athletes  who  wish  to  participate 
in  more  than  one  sport.  I  urge  your  support  for  No.  1 17. 

Leslie  J.  Poolman  (Dickinson  (College):  I  would  also  like  to 
endorse  the  adoption  of  this  resolution.  My  question  is,  however,  is  it 
reasonable  to  assume  that  the  steering  committee  will  be  able  to 
complete  the  review  of  this  matter  by  April  1  of  1991? 

Mr.  Carzo:  1  think  that  is  a  good  question.  At  the  post-Convention 
session  we  can  discuss  that  issue,  and  if  we  need  a  time  extension  we 
would  have  to  ask  for  it.  How  we  get  it  back  to  you,  I  don’t  know.  We 
are  talking  about  April,  and  that  is  a  quick  period  of  time.  We  only 
have  one  meeting  between  now  and  April,  too. 

[Resolution  No.  117  (Page  A- 166)  was  adopted  by  Division  III.] 
Division  111  Financial  Aid — Off-Campus  Employment 

Marjorie  Giles  [Central  College  (Iowa)]:  On  behalf  of  the  steering 
committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  92. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Current  legislation  governing  Division  III  financial  aid  requires 
earnings  from  off-campus  employment  to  be  reported  to  the  institu¬ 
tion  s  director  of  financial  aid  and  included  in  determining  whether 
the  student-athlete’s  total  aid  from  all  sources  exceeds  the  financial 
need  for  that  student-athlete.  This  proposal  developed  out  of  a 
recommendation  from  the  Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateu¬ 
rism  because  of  the  fact  that  the  Federal  legislation  now  requires 
institutions  to  include  the  previous  year’s  outside  earnings  in  the 
determination  of  a  student-athlete’s  need.  If  this  proposal  is  not 
adopted,  it  would  appear  that  student-athletes’  outside  earnings 
would  be  counted  twice  in  the  calculation  of  need.  In  summary,  this 
proposal  simply  attempts  to  make  NCAA  legislation  consistent  with 
current  Federal  regulations,  and  I  urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  92  (Page  A-144)  was  approved  by  Division  III.] 
Exempted  Scrimmages^ Division  III  Basketball 

Joy  Heritage  (Glassboro  State  College):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsor¬ 
ing  institutions,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  1 18. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  was  to  reinstate  the  scrimmages 
that  we  felt  were  inadvertently  eliminated  during  last  year’s  Conven¬ 
tion. 

Linda  C.  Hackett  (Smith  College):  I  oppose  putting  the  scrim¬ 
mages  back  in.  I  think  we  just  got  rid  of  the  scrimmage  for  football. 
We  just  cut  a  few  competitions.  I  think  football  can  live  within  their 
means,  the  current  25. 

David  L.  Warren  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University):  The  Presidents 
Commission  strongly  endorses  this.  It  was  an  inadvertent  omission 
last  year.  I  did  say  last  year  at  this  time  when  we  discovered  the 
inadvertency  that  we  would  bring  this  proposal  forward.  I  strongly 
urge  the  adoption  of  it. 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I  urge  you  to  support  Proposal 
No.  1 18.  These  two  scrimmages  were  eliminated  at  the  1990  Conven¬ 
tion.  It  seems  that  the  majority  of  Division  III  membership  did  not 
understand  that  the  scrimmages  were  being  eliminated,  and  if  they 
had,  they  most  likely  would  not  have  adopted  the  legislation  last  year. 

[Proposal  No.  118  (Page  A-167)  was  approved  by  Division  III.) 

Nathan  N.  Salant  (Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate  Athletic 
Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  Conference,  I  hereby 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  119. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Basically,  what  we  are  asking  to  do  is  remove  restrictions  that  we 
thought  we  had  removed  in  terms  of  the  places  that  student-athletes 
may  play  during  the  summer  in  basketball — in  group  basketball 
leagues.  Many  of  our  institutions  are  located  in  more  remote  areas. 
Many  of  our  students  come  from  more  remote  areas.  There  is  a 
possibility  that  they  might  have  no  choice  but  to  play  on  the  same 
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basketball  team  during  the  suminer.  We,  obviously  don’t  wish  to  see 
NCAA  violations  occur,  and  that  is  the  basis  for  the  request. 

Sandra  R.  Weeden  (State  University  of  New  York,  Stony  Brook) 
On  behalf  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I  urge  your  support 
of  this  proposal.  We  certainly  agree  and  support  it  in  its  entirety. 

[Proposal  No.  119  (Page  A-168)  was  approved  by  Division  Ill.] 
Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you  very  much.  Before  we  break,  I  would  just 
like  to  ask  your  indulgence  for  one  more  moment.  We  have  had  a  very 
long,  drawn-out  two  or  three  sessions.  We  don  t  kmw 
vet  We  will  try  to  characterize  what  happened  in  Projwsal  No.  39  a 
littie  bit  later,  but  you  have  been  extremely  patient  and  very  protes- 

sional  in  what  we  tried  to  do.  _  j.-  r  *• 

Alvin  J.  Van  Wie  (College  of  Wooster):  Just  a  point  of  information, 
please.  Yesterday.  Judy  Sweet  mentioned  to  this  group  about  support¬ 
ing  Proposal  No.  48,  separate  voting  in  Division  I,  and  the  importance 
of  that  to  Division  I.  I  would  also  like  to  urge  the  sup^rt  of 
Amendment  1  to  Proposal  No.  38.  which  delays  the  ^ 

going  to  need  the  support  of  Division  I  in  multidivision  dassification, 
and  they  need  our  support  in  No.  48  and  am^dment  Thank  you- 
Mr.  Carzo:  Thank  you,  Al.  Let  me  just  finish  these  comments 
before  we  leave,  please.  They  are  very  iniportant.  Last  nigh^ 
you  went  to  the  banquet.  Some  of  you  did  not.  You  know  that  Judy 
Sweet  was  recognized  by  being  given  a  plaque  to  be  placed  in  the 
NCAA  Visitors  Center.  At  any  rate,  I  think  it  is  appropriate  for  us  as 
Division  HI  members  to  recognize  the  contribution  that  Judy  has 
made  over  a  long  period  of  time.  You  know  she  will  be  ^nsta  ‘ed 
tomorrow,  and  for  those  of  you  who  don  t  know,  she  is  the  L^st 
Division  HI  president  of  the  NCAA  and  the  first  female  president  of 
NCAA.  Judy.  Thank  you  much.  The  meeting  is  adjourned. 

[The  Division  III  business  session  was  adjourned  at  ll:3o  a.m.j 
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Tuesday  Morning,  January  8, 1991 

D  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  10:20  a.m.  by 

K.  J.  bkelton,  Clemson  University,  NCAA  Division  I  vice-president. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr,  Skelton:  It  is  time  for  us  to  begin  this  Division  I  business 
^ssion  so  if  you  will  please  move  promptly  to  your  seat  we  will  begin. 
Our  task  ^is  morning,  this  afternoon  and  tomorrow  morning  is  to 
con^lete  the  agenda  for  the  Division  I  business  session  that  appears 
on  I  age  vii  m  the  buff-colored  section  of  your  program.  Before  we 
begin  our  agenda,  I  would  like  to  tell  you  that  the  following  proposals 
have  been  withdrawn;  Proposal  Nos.  43, 85  and  96.  We  will  begin  by 
I  amendments  that  are  listed  on  Pages  161 
and  162  in  the  blue  section  of  the  program.  We  will  take  them  in  the 
order  listed. 

[NOTE:  The  procedure  for  voting  was  reviewed.] 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Exit  Interviews 

Samuel  H.  Magill  [Monmouth  College  (New  Jersey)]:  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  19. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  concept  of  conducting  exit  interviews  with  selected  student- 
athletes  who  complete  their  eligibility  was  proposed  by  the  Conference 
Conferences  poup  pd  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Commission 
pd  the  Council.  It  is  based  on  the  belief  that  we  should  be  listening 
to  our  student-athletes  and  should  actively  seek  their  views  of  their 
college  athletics  experience.  Exit  interviews  are  an  increasingly 
common  practice  in  the  business  world  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
beheye  that  they  will  not  be  valuable  in  the  field  of  intercollegiate 
athletics.  This  jproposal  was  favored  by  more  than  95  percent  of  the 
Division  I  chief  executive  officers  in  the  pre-Convention  poll.  I  urge 
Its  adoption. 

Massengale  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  I 
would  like  to  speak  to  Proposal  No.  19  and  also  to  the  reform  agenda. 
Pro^s^  No.  19  begins  a  series  of  proposals  that  have  been  identified 
at  this  Convention  as  the  reform  agenda.  I  want  to  emphasize  the 
importance  of  getting  student  input  when  we  begin  to  look  at  these 
items  and  the  total  agenda. 

The  proposals  contain  items  on  cost  reduction.  They  contain  items 
on  membership  restructuring  over  a  period  of  time,  and  also  to  reduce 


214 


1991  Converuion  Proceedings 


some  of  the  pressures  on  student-athletes.  We  have  heard  some  people 
say  that  these  have  come  togpher  at  one  time 
impact  on  revenue  distribution.  I  want  ®  xu  -gg^g 

revenue  distribution  came  along  independently  of  the 
it  should  not  be  confused  with  it.  The  Special  CommiUee  on  Cost 
Eduction  and  Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership 
Structure  have  been  working  on  these  fw  over  ^  f 

Proposal  No.  19  came  directly  from  the  American  Institutes  tor 
Research  study  that  the  Presidents  Commission  had  been  ® 

on  as  well  as  from  the  conference  commission's.  It  is  significant 
that  we  pass  Proposal  No.  19  and  the  rest  of  this 
Certainly,  there  are  amendments-to-amendments  that 
offered  that  I  believe  are  acceptable  if  they  do  not  c<mtradict  the 
intent  of  the  original  proposal.  I  think  that  in  looking  at  Proposal  No. 

19  and  others  that  we  must  demonstrate  to  higher  education,  to  the 
public  and  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  that  we  ° 

handle  affairs  within  our  own  organization,  we  ^o  not,  somebody 
else  will  do  it  for  us.  Proposal  No.  19  and  the  other  Pro^sals  are 
modest.  They  represent  a  good  beginning  for  us  to  deal  with  our 

'"’wi  tote  noted,  and  Dick  Schulu  noted  yesterday,  that  it  t^e  to 
us  to  take  action,  that  we  can  come  back  and  do  some 
the  future  if  we  need  to,  and  if  we  don’t,  that  is  fine.  Mr.  Chair,  I  would 
urge  your  support  for  Proposal  No.  19  and  for  the  total  group  in  the 

’^^^^Ipro^safSo.  19  (Page  A- 13)  was  approved  by  Division  1, 277-13, 

roll-call  vote.]  . 

Recruiting— National  Letter  of  Intent  Dead  Periods 
Dwight  D.  Vines  (Northeast  Louisiana  University);  I  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  22. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  •  j  u  tUra 

This  proposal  extends  the  current  48-hour  dead 
National  Letter  of  Intent  signing  date  to  five  days,  including  two 
days  on  each  side  of  the  official  signing  date  for 
signing  of  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  in  Division  I.  This  legislation 
wfll  allow  a  prospective  student- athlete  to  sign  a  National  Letter 
Intent  in  a  less-pressure-filled  environment,  and  in  the  absence  of 
colleSate  coaching  staff  members.  It  is  important  to  note  that  under 
the  provisions  of  this  legislation  it  is  permiss&le  for  an  instit^ion  to 
send  or  receive  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  by  overnight  mail  or 

facsimile  copy  during  the  dead  period.  tbp 

It  is  the  Council’s  view  that  this  proposal  is  consistent  with  the 
overall  reform  effort  insomuch  as  it  will  reduce  pressures  on  protec¬ 
tive  student-athletes  and  coaches  during  the  recruitment  J .  , 

proposal  is  not  only  supported  by  the  p'lf' '  “"Vp  ®Es 
Committee  on  Cost  Reduction,  but  also  by  the  NCAA  Presidents 
Commission  and  Division  I  conferences,  ^e  proposal  carries  an 
August  1,  1991,  effective  date.  Both  the  Council  and  Presidents 
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Commission  request  your  support. 

Eugene  F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference):  TSwo  years  ago 
this  Convention  unanimously  passed  a  resolution  calling  for  the 
formation  of  a  committee  to  develop  ways  and  means  of  effecting  cost 
reduction.  Part  of  the  charge  was  to  try,  as  best  we  could,  to  maintain 
a  level  playing  field  and  to  do  so  without  causing  undue  hardship  on 
the  student-athlete.  The  committee,  appointed  by  the  Council,  met  six 
times  and  for  the  past  13  months  has  circulated  to  the  membership  its 
recommendations  for  comments. 

Let  me  take  a  moment  and  deal  with  them  in  light  of  what  has 
happened  during  the  past  24  months.  Who  would  have  thought  that 
our  country  was  in  what  even  the  President  will  now  admit  is  a  major 
economic  slowdown?  There  are  state  governments  that  will  be  asking 
many  institutions  to  return  five,  10,  even  15  percent  of  promised 
budgets  because  of  tax  revenue  shortfalls.  Or  the  gasoline  price  would 
increase  by  30  cents  a  gallon  and  airline  fares  increase  by  10  to  15 
percent.  The  committee  received  a  great  deal  of  advice  and  counsel 
during  its  study  on  possible  means  to  reduce  costs.  One  recurring 
recommendation  was  that  the  greatest  cost  savings  could  be  achieved 
in  the  area  of  personnel  reduction.  If  you  wish  to  save  money,  this  is 
where  one  might  begin.  Some  asked  that  serious  consideration  be 
given  to  eliminating  all  off-campus  recruiting.  What  has  been 
brought  to  you  this  year  focuses  into  these  three  areas:  recruiting, 
competitive  policies  and  financial  aid.  While  most  of  the  ills  of  sport 
are  as.sociated  with  the  activities  of  recruiting,  the  committee 
focused  on  the  idea  of  reducing  costs. 

You  have  before  you  a  resolution  to  reduce  the  recruiting  periods 
from  four  to  three  months  while  allowing  the  various  sports  commit¬ 
tees  to  determine  the  applicable  dates.  Other  recommendations 
include  limiting  the  number  of  coaches  who  can  leave  the  campus  to 
recruit  in  football  and  basketball  and  determining  the  number  of 
coaches  in  all  sports  who  can  recruit  off  campus.  The  use  of  telephone 
contacts  in  evaluation  can  be  curtailed  as  well  as  further  limits  on 
official  visits.  In  the  establishment  of  dead  periods  around  all  initial 
signing  dates,  it  is  our  feeling  that  each  of  these  activities  will  indeed 
save  money. 

In  the  area  of  competitive  balance,  the  committee  took  a  look  at 
publications  and  recruiting  materials,  as  well  as  the  size  of  coaching 
staffs  for  all  sports.  The  recommendation  that  you  have  before  you 
will  include  limits  on  the  coaching  staff  size  in  all  sports,  which  will 
be  a  first.  In  the  past,  football  and  men’s  and  women’s  basketball 
have  been  singled  out.  The  members  of  the  committee  believe 
relieving  staff  members  of  their  jobs  is  not  a  happy  alternative,  but  if 
indeed  we  arc  going  to  start  by  facing  across-the-board  reductions, 
this  is  a  necessary  place  to  start. 

The  most  difficult  part  of  our  job  was  financial  aid.  The  first 
principle  agreed  upon  was  not  to  reduce  the  value  of  the  grant-in-aid 
to  the  student-athlete.  The  members  of  the  committee  who  deal  in 
institutional  financial  aid  have  assured  us  that  the  best  available 
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scholarship  package  on  most  campuses  was  an  grant-in-aid 

plus  the  Pell  Grant.  The  committee  did  look  at  reducing  the  number 
of  grants  in  particular  sports,  but  finally  concluded  that  a  10-percent 
across-the-board  reduction  would  be  the  most  equitable  recommerma- 
tion  The  argument  against  this  is  that  we  are  taking  away  opportu¬ 
nities  for  young  people  to  attend  college.  Another  judgment  might  be 
that  if  we  don’t  effect  some  cost  reduction  in  this  area  also,  schools 
will  be  dropping  sports,  or  simply  eliminating  all  grants-m-aid  in 
some  sports,  and  result  in  the  loss  of  opportunity  could  be  much 
greater.  Proposal  No.  22  is  the  first  cost  reduction  proposal,  and  1 
urge  you  to  support  it  and  those  that  follow. 

[Parts  A,  B  and  D  of  Proposal  No.  22  (Page  A-21)  were 
by  Division  1, 299-13.  Part  C  was  approved  by  Division  I-A,  103- 
2,  and  Division  I-AA,  82-10.  All  were  roll-call  votes.] 

Official  Visits 

Eugene  F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference):  I  move  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  24. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  r  -j 

This  proposal  would  reduce  from  85  to  70  the  total  number  of  paid 
visits  that  members  of  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  may  provide  prospects 
in  football  and  reduce  from  18  to  15  the  number  of  paid  visits  ttmt  a 
Division  I  institution  may  provide  prospects  each  year  in  basketball. 
This  proposed  reduction  was  recommended  by  the  Special  Committee 
on  Cost  Reduction  and  is  also  sponsored  by  the  NCAA  Council  and 
the  Presidents  Commission.  If  adopted,  it  is  believed  that  this  will 
provide  sufficient  numbers  of  visits  to  address  the  concerns  o 
institutions.  Moreover,  this  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  Associa¬ 
tion’s  broader  effort  to  enact  fundamental  reforms.  This  proposal 
carries  an  August  1,  1991,  effective  date.  1  urge  your  supprt 

1  Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  24  (Page  A-27)  was  approved  by  Division 
1  A,  97-9,  and  Division  I-AA,  88-6;  Part  B  was  approved  by 
Division  I,  289-19,  one  abstention.  All  roll-call  votes.] 

Resolution:  Recruiting  Periods 

Karol  A.  Kahrs  (University  of  Illinois,  Champaign):  I  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  25. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  25  is  a  resolution  that  sets  a  course  toward  the 
development  of  legislation  for  the  1992  Con>^ntion  that  would 
establish  three-month  recruiting  periods  in  all  Division  1  sports  It 
adopted,  the  resolution  would  bind  the  Council  to  direct  coaches 
associations  in  each  sport  to  develop  specific  recommendations  tor  a 
three-month  recruiting  period  with  those  recommendations  to  be 
presented  to  the  Council  no  later  than  April  1,  1991.  Legislation 
consistent  with  those  recommendations  would  then  be  sponsored  by 
the  Council  for  the  1992  Convention. 

The  resolution  is  sponsored  by  the  NCAA  Council  at  the  reci^men- 
dation  of  the  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction.  Both  the  Special 
Committee  on  Cost  Reduction  and  the  Council  believe  the  proposal  is 
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important  and  consistent  with  the  Association’s  general  reform 
movement.  Proposal  25  has  the  potential  for  substantially  reducing 
cost  associated  with  recruiting.  It  has  the  potential  to  reduce 
pressures  on  prospects  and  coaches  during  the  recruiting  process, 
and  lastly.  Proposal  No.  25  is  consistent  with  member  institutions’ 
fundamental  values  and  educational  missions  inasmuch  as  a  three- 
month  recruitment  period  would  posture  coaches  to  be  on  campus 
more  often  for  the  instruction  and  academic  support  of  student- 
athletes.  I  urge  the  Convention’s  support. 

Glenn  S.  Patton  (University  of  Iowa):  Mr.  Chair,  I  am  University 
of  Iowa  swimming  coach  and  president  of  the  College  Swimming 
Coaches  Association.  While  there  are  certainly  many  issues  of  deep 
concern  to  my  coaching  colleagues  on  our  agenda  this  week,  this 
particular  cost-cutting  proposal  can  be  enthusiastically  supported  by 
our  swimming  coaching  profession  as  a  solid  step  toward  putting 
some  sensibility  into  the  chaotic  mess  that  we  now  have  in  Division  I 
recruiting.  However,  we  do  urge  real  close  communication  with  the 
various  coaching  organizations  for  the  proper  selection  of  the  three- 
month  period. 

Stephen  Joel  Trachtenberg  (George  Washington  University):  I 
think  the  two  speakers  who  preceded  me  have  said  everything  that 
possibly  could  be  said.  They  have  said  it  definitively.  I  would  like  to 
urge  a  vote  of  “yes.” 

[Proposal  No.  25  (Page  A-27)  was  approved  by  Division  I,  310-5, 

one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

Academic  Counseling 

R.  Gerald  Turner  (University  of  Mississippi):  I  move  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  29. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Presidents  Commission  is  sponsoring  this  proposal  at  the 
request  of  the  Conference  of  Conferences  group.  It  would  require 
Division  I  institutions  to  make  academic  counseling  and  tutoring 
services  available  to  all  recruited  student-athletes.  It  is  not  specified 
how  the  institution  is  to  do  that.  It  can  be  through  the  department  of 
athletics  or  through  the  institution’s  nonathletics  student  support 
services.  It  is  a  matter  of  institutional  responsibility  as  stated  in  the 
printed  rationale.  This  does  not  mean  that  every  student-athlete  has 
to  actually  take  part  in  such  counseling  or  tutoring.  Obviously,  many 
of  them  do  not  need  this  type  of  ongoing  assistance.  It  means  that  we 
must  make  the  services  available  in  some  way,  and  in  the  pre- 
Convcntion  poll  of  presidents  it  was  favored  by  over  90  percent  of 
those  responding.  I  urge  your  support  for  No.  29. 

Todd  Sandroni  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  On  behalf 
of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  we  would  unanimously 
like  to  express  our  support  for  No.  29.  We  feel  this  proposal  will  direct 
the  aid  to  the  student-athlete  in  achieving  success  in  his  or  her 
academic  fields. 

[Proposal  No.  29  (Page  A-31)  was  approved  by  Division  1, 286-5, 
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roll-call  vote.] 

Athletics  Housing 

Charles  E.  Young  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles):  I 
move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  30. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  ] 

This  proposal  would  preclude  Division  I  member  institutions  from 
housing  student- athletes  in  athletics  dormitories  that  are  not  open  to 
the  general  student  body.  An  athletics  dormitory  or  block  would  be 
defined  as  any  dormitory  individual  blocks,  wings  or  floors  within 
institutional  dormitories  in  which  50  percent  of  the  residents  are 
student-athletes.  The  objective  of  this  proposal  is  to  integrate  the 
student-athlete  more  completely  into  the  student  body  generally  and 
to  enable  student-athletes  to  experience  college  life  in  a  manner 
similar  to  students  in  general.  As  you  can  see,  the  proposal  has  a  five- 
year  phase-in  period  with  an  effective  date  of  August  1 ,  1996,  which 
will  allow  institutions  ample  opportunity  to  adjust  as  well  as  to  fulfill 
recruiting  commitments  made  to  currently  enrolled  or  entering 
student-athletes. 

William  D.  Gurowitz  (Cornell  University):  I  would  like  to  move 
Amendment-to  amendment  No.  30-2. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  want  to  state  that  we  are  in  flavor  of  the  intent  of  Proposal  No.  30, 
the  purpose  of  which,  as  Chancellor  Young  mentioned,  is  to  integrate 
the  student-athlete  more  completely  into  the  student  body.  1  move  to 
amend  because  many  schools,  including  my  own,  have  always  had  an 
open  system  of  random  dormitory  assignments.  Indeed,  much  of  it  is 
done  by  lottery.  I  ask  how  better  to  integrate  the  student-athlete  more 
completely. 

A  high  percentage,  sometimes  up  to  a  third,  of  the  students  at  some 
smaller  schools  are  student-athletes.  It  would  be  difficult  in  those 
cases  to  carry  out  the  main  motion.  Without  Amendment  No.  30-2, 
therefore,  you  would  have  to  on  some  occasions  make  special  arrange¬ 
ments  for  student-athletes. 

I  am  asking  that  you  do  not  take  away  the  ability  of  so  many 
institutions  to  carry  on  a  system  that  has  worked  successfully  for 
many,  many  years,  a  system  that  maintains  the  intent  of  the  main 
motion  to  integrate  the  student-athlete  more  completely  into  the 
student  body.  I  ask  for  your  support  for  Amendment  No.  30-2. 

Peter  Likins  (Lehigh  University):  I  asked  at  the  interpretations 
desk  whether  an  on-campus  fraternity,  owned  by  the  university  and 
populated  through  its  selection  process  by  more  than  50  percent 
athletes,  would  be  a  violation  of  Proposal  No.  30  in  the  absence  of 
approval  of  Amendment  No.  30-2.  The  advice  was  yes,  that  would  be 
a  violation.  That  provides,  in  my  judgment,  an  additional  reason  to 
support  Amendment  to-amendment  30-2. 

Mr.  Skelton:  I  think,  according  to  the  interpretation,  there  is  a 
distinction  between  the  university  owning  the  fraternity  house  and 
the  fraternity  owning  the  fraternity  house.  1  think  if  the  fraternity 
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owned  the  house,  then  it  would  not  be  a  violation.  If  the  university  did, 
it  would.  That  was  the  interpretation.  That  will  continue  to  be 
reviewed  if  this  passes. 

[Proposal  No.  30-2  (Page  A-33)  was  first  approved  by  Division  I, 
154-150,  three  abstentions.  After  a  successful  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider,  the  proposal  was  defeated.] 

William  E.  Davis  (Louisiana  State  University):  I  wish  to  speak 
in  opposition  to  Proposal  No.  30. 1  know  that,  in  my  opinion,  this  has 
no  political  overtures  and  it  surely  is  not  a  cost  containment.  I  think 
it  may  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  ability,  if  enacted,  on  institutional 
control.  I  think,  most  of  all,  it  has  a  meaning  and  significance  of  the 
principle  of  the  university  of  choice,  which  has  been  one  of  the 
greatest  traditions  of  higher  education.  We  represent  many  diverse 
and  different  types  of  institutions  and  they  have  had  maximum 
flexibility  in  determining  what  best  meets  the  need  of  our  student- 
athletes  on  our  respective  campuses.  We  plan  to  oppose  this  motion. 

Joseph  W.  Helmic  (Texas  Christian  University):  I  would  like  to 
speak  in  opposition  to  Proposal  No.  30.  1  understand  the  intention 
here  is  one  of  mainstreaming.  The  concept  of  mainstreaming  is  not 
new.  It  certainly  has  been  around  in  educational  circles  before  and  in 
certain  conditions  it  works  well.  I  think  this  is  probably  not  the  best 
mechanism  by  which  mainstreaming  can  occur. 

One  of  the  likely  effects,  if  this  were  to  pass,  is  that  instead  of 
student-athletes  being  grouped  together  in  an  on-campus  dormitory, 
they  will  likely  find  off-campus  housing  together  and  likely  see  the 
same  kind  of  grouping  and  lack  of  integration  that  is  being  claimed 
in  this  proposition.  Another  effect  is  those  dormitories  that  do,  in  fact, 
include  academic  counselors  as  part  of  the  structure  offer  to  that 
academic  counselor  a  real  advantage  in  working  with  the  student- 
athlete  in  the  academic  arena.  On  our  campus  student-athletes  have 
noted  that  by  being  housed  together  they  not  only  are  in  competition 
with  each  other  athletically,  but  they  feel  they  also  challenge  each 
other  academically. 

Finally,  we  find  that  students  are  grouped  together  for  a  number  of 
reasons,  not  the  least  of  which  are  participatory  types  of  activities  on 
various  kinds  of  campuses.  One  of  the  interesting  data  points  with 
regard  to  student  retention  is  that  students  who  find  an  early 
opportunity  to  identify  with  a  group  on  a  campus  are  more  likely  to  be 
retained  on  that  campus  and  thereby  move  more  officially  to  gradua¬ 
tion.  The  notion  of  an  athletics  dorm  for  a  collection  of  athletes  goes 
a  long  way  to  meet  the  criteria  for  this  kind  of  research.  For  this 
reason,  I  urge  we  not  support  Proposal  No.  30. 

James  Haney  (Big  West  Conference):  I  rise  to  support  Proposal 
No.  30. 1  think  we  are  all  sympathetic  and  compassionate  with  the 
need  to  educate  and  to  take  care  of  our  student-athletes  during  their 
college  years.  I  think  clearly  there  are  institutions  who  have  targeted, 
based  on  their  own  campuses,  ways  to  best  try  to  help  those  student- 
athletes.  At  the  same  time,  across  the  board,  there  is  a  real  need  to 
adjust  the  balance  between  academics  and  athletics.  I  would  suggest 
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that  No.  30  does  that  in  terms  of  mainstreaming  ^ 

Frank  Windegger  (Texas  Christian  University):  On  behalf  ot  the 
institutions  that  submitted  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  30-1,  l 

would  like  to  withdraw  it.  .  .  ,  ^  07q  qi 

[Proposal  No.  30  (Page  A-32)  was  approved  by  Division  1, 27S-31, 

four  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.  First  approved,  as  amended  by 
No.  30-2,  269-32,  five  abstentions.  After  successful  vote  to 
reconsider,  the  proposal  was  approved  unamended.] 

Training-Table  Meals 

Charles  E.  Young  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles):  1 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  31. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ...  •  j  i 

This  proposal  would  permit  member  institutions  to  provide  only 
one  training  meal  per  day  U.  a  student-athlete  during  the  academic 
vear  when  regular  institutional  dining  facilities  are  open.  Ihe 
objective  of  this  proposal,  similar  to  Proposal  No.  30,  is  to  encourage 
the  integration  of  the  student- athlete  into  the 
proposal  does  recognize  the  necessity  for  the  student- athlete  to  be 
provided  a  nutritional  meal  required  by  a  person  that  engages  in 
strenuous  physical  exercise  and  encounters  the  lack  of  available 
eating  facilities  at  the  conclusion  of  practice  in  some  sports.  Hence, 
the  proposed  legislation  does  not  attempt  to  eliminate  the  training 
table  altogether.  Similar  to  Proposal  No.  30  a  five-year  P^^ase-m 
period  is  permitted  to  enable  institutions  sufficient  opportunity  to 
adjust  as  well  as  to  fulfill  recruiting  commitments  made  to  currently 
enrolled  or  entering  student-athletes.  I  urge  your  support. 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin):  I  would  like 
to  speak  against  Proposal  No.  31,  not  because  I  disagree  with  its 
intent  of  encouraging  the  inlegration  of  student-athletes  into  the 
general  student  body,  but  because  of  my  concern  for  protecting  the 
health  and  welfare  of  many  women  and  men  student-athletes  with 

special  nutritional  needs.  .  ,  .  j 

Philosophically,  I  am  against  isolating  student-athletes  Irom 
nonathletics  peers.  The  last  eight  years  at  my  institution  women 
athletes  have  not  participated  in  the  training  table  because  of  this 
belief.  We  have  tried  to  work  with  institutional  dining  facilities  to 
provide  adequate  nutrition  to  our  female  student-athletes,  many  ot 
whom  are  our  distance  runners  and  swimmers  whose  calorie  intaKe 
does  not  exceed  1,500  calories  a  day  because  their  bodip  operate  so 
efficiently.  Institutional  dining  halls  fail  these  people  miserably, 
when  every  calorie  ingested  has  to  be  a  good  calorie.  Our  women 
student-athletes  have  only  recently  participated  in  the  training  table 
on  a  10-meals-per-week,  no  more  than  two-meals-per^ay  basis, 
because  our  nutrition  experts  tell  us  that  we  can  deal  with  the  needs 
of  our  athletes  with  this  kind  of  regimen.  It  cannot  be  done  on  a  one- 
meal-per-day  basis  no  matter  how  good  that  sounds. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  with  the  impact  of  inadequate  nutn- 
tional  choices  on  nutrition  education  and  similar  programs  for  the 
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female-athlete  population  with  eating  disorders,  and  the  large 
numbers  of  young  women  in  the  athletics  population  who  are  eating- 
disorder  prone.  No  athlete  should  be  completely  removed  from 
interacting  at  mealtime  with  nonathlete  peers.  I  am  afraid  the  one- 
meal -per-day  limit  does  not  adequately  balance  the  conflicting 
interest  of  integration  and  health  protection. 

Also  from  a  financial  standpoint,  the  one- meal -per-day  operation 
will  be  so  cost  prohibitive  for  most  institutions  that  I  am  afraid  even 
a  one-meal  concession  to  the  special  nutritional  needs  of  athletes  will 
cease  to  exist.  We  need  to  act  in  this  area.  This  proposal  is  not  as  good 
as  it  can  and  should  be. 

Homer  C.  Rice  (Georgia  Tech  University):  I  also  speak  in 
opposition  to  Proposal  No.  31. 1  am  one  that  has  always  believed  in 
the  welfare  of  the  student-athlete.  I  also  agree  with  the  intent  of  this 
proposition,  but  I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  best  thing  for  a 
student-athlete,  as  our  previous  speaker  indicated.  The  nutritional 
value  is  going  to  become  more  and  more  important  as  we  understand 
there  are  medical  safeguards  as  time  goes  on  to  enhance  performance 
of  our  student-athletes.  Therefore,  I  speak  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment. 

Nicholas  Cassisi  (University  of  Florida):  As  a  physician,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  Proposal  No.  31. 1  agree  with  the  intent,  but  I  think  that 
it  is  wrong.  Medically,  I  oppose  it  in  three  areas,  in  terms  of  quantity, 
quality,  detection  and  diagnosis.  As  far  as  quantity  is  concerned,  we 
know  that  breakfast  is  the  most  important  meal  of  the  day  as  told  to 
us  by  our  nutritionists  and  also  by  our  mothers.  If  this  rule  passes,  the 
student-athlete  may  only  get  one  meal,  particularly  if  he  spends  his 
money  on  other  things,  such  as  movies,  et  cetera.  So  my  fear  is  that 
breakfast  is  the  most  common  meal  lost  and  that  will  easily  be  left 
out.  The  issue  of  quality,  the  rule  would  allow  for  the  Twinkie  and 
Coca-Cola  breakfast  or  the  Big  Mac,  fries  and  shake  lunch,  high  in 
fat,  high  in  calories,  low  in  nutrition.  Finally,  the  third  area  of 
concern  is  detection  and  diagnosis.  Eating  disorders  are  not  uncom¬ 
mon  among  some  of  our  athletes.  Eating  disorders  are  particularly 
difficult  to  detect  and  treat,  and  providing  only  one  meal  will  make 
this  diagnosis  much  more  difHcult. 

[Proposal  No.  31  (Page  A-33)  was  approved  by  Division  1, 259-49, 
four  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Annual  Coaches  Certification 

Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien  (University  of  New  Orleans):  I  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  33. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  the  NCAA  Council  and 
the  sponsoring  Division  I  conferences,  I  ask  your  support  for  this 
legislation.  It  would  require  that  a  Division  I  coach  would  have  to  be 
certified  annually  before  contacting  or  evaluating  prospects  off 
campus,  and  that  certification  will  have  to  include  a  standardized 
national  test  demonstrating  the  coach’s  knowledge  of  NCAA  recruit¬ 
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ing  rules.  It  is  important  to  take  this  responsible  step  to  ensure  when 
we  send  a  coach  out  to  recruit  that  coach  knows  the  rules  governing 

that  activity.  .  ^  .u 

Two  other  comments  are  worthwhile.  You  will  note  that  there  is  an 

interpretation  distributed  here  that  should  help  clarify  the  amen^ 
ment.  I  call  that  to  your  attention.  Also  please  be  aw^e  that  90 
percent  of  the  Division  I  presidents  responding  to  the  pre-Convention 
poll  were  in  favor  of  this  proposal.  I  urge  your  favorable  vote. 

Richard  J.  Ensor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference):  Mr. 
Chair,  I  move  adoption  of  Amendraent-to-amcndment  No.  33-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  Mr-AA* 

We  propose  this  amendment  based  on  a  need  for  the  WUAA  to 
develop  a  standardized  test  for  this  certification  process.  We  support 
the  intent  of  the  certification,  but  feel  that  without  a  standardized 
format  we  will  run  into  problems  in  administering  it  from  the 

conferences’  offices.  ,  , 

We  also  feel  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  testing  system  and  a 
certification  process,  then  the  test  should  be  a  substantial  test  and 
one  that  requires  the  coach  to  pass  the  certification  to  be  out  and  do 
the  recruiting.  Without  our  amendment,  it  is  our  understanmng  fh^ 
all  that  would  be  required  under  this  proposal  would  be  for  the  coach 
to  take  the  exam.  There  would  be  no  need  to  pass  it.  For  those  reasons, 

we  ask  for  your  support.  ,  .  r,  i 

Don  Graham  (Southland  Conference):  We  also  support  Pro^sal 
No  33-1.  If  we  are  going  to  certify  coaches,  we  should  definitely  be 
testing  and  certifying  based  on  an  equal  scoring  system.  It  is  sort  of 
like  the  SAT  or  ACT.  We  only  allow  scores  achieved  on  national 
testing  days  and  under  national  testing  conditions  to  be  used  for  that. 
The  same  reasons  should  apply  for  the  coaches’  certification. 

David  Price  (Pacific- iO  Conference):  The  Conference  of  Confer¬ 
ences  prepared  this  amendment  and  we  consider  the  amendnwnt-to- 
amendment  to  be  a  friendly  one.  We  question  to  some  degree,  though, 
whether  the  time  has  really  come.  The  certification  process  is  going 
to  take  a  lot  of  work,  and  it  has  a  lot  of  details  to  work  out  and  we 
believe  that  initially  that  can  be  best  worked  out  with  the  conferences 
administering  it  and  then  come  back  with  an  amendment  similar  to 
No.  33-1  two  or  three  years  down  the  line.  .  .  t 

[Proposal  No.  33-1  (Page  A-37)  was  approved  by  Division  I,  205- 
1 15,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

(Proposal  No.  33  (Page  A-36)  was  approved  by  Division  1,  as 
amended  by  No.  33-1, 305-13,  roll-call  vote.] 

(The  Division  1  business  session  was  recessed  at  12:05  p.m.] 


Tuesday  Afternoon,  January  8, 1991 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1:30  p.m.,  with  Mr.  Skelton 

presiding.  ,  ,,,  , 

Mr.  Skelton:  Let’s  begin  this  session.  We  will  resume  our  agenda 

from  this  morning. 


Division  I  Business  Session 


223 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Athletfcs  Housing 

L.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  I  would  like  to  ask  for 
reconsideration  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  30*2  and  Proposal 
No.  30. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Boy  Kramer  (Southeastern  Conference):  I  would  like  to  speak  to 
the  reconsideration  of  Proposal  No.  30,  as  amended  by  No.  30-2.  This 
is  to  address  entirely  the  amendment  of  No.  30-2. 

This  conference,  which  is  certainly  affected  by  Proposal  No.  30, 
has  accepted  that  proposal.  We  understand  the  adjustments  that 
must  be  made  at  the  direction  of  this  Convention.  However,  we  feel  it 
is  totally  incongruous  philosophically  to  permit  exceptions  for  other 
areas  of  the  country.  If  this  rule  is  to  apply  to  Division  I,  it  should 
apply  to  all  members  of  Division  I  and  all  members  of  Division  I 
should  take  the  appropriate  steps  to  modify  their  housing  arrange¬ 
ments.  If  you  do  not  desire  to  be  in  Division  I,  there  are  other  divisions 
you  may  join  at  the  appropriate  time. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  was  proposed  by  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion.  Furthermore,  we  have  already  seen  the  loopholes  that  are  out 
there  on  the  horizon  based  on  fraternity  houses  and  all  types  of  other 
arrangements.  It  is  most  important  that  we  reconsider  this  and  vote 
out  Amendment  No.  30-2. 

Jim  Livengood  (Washington  State  University):  I  would  just  like 
to  second  Mr.  Kramer  in  favor  of  the  rule  without  exception. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  Whatever  the  delegates  may  feel 
about  the  merits  of  either  Proposal  No.  30  or  Amendment  No.  30-2, 1 
hope  it  is  very  clear  from  the  text  that  No.  30-2  applies  to  any 
institution  in  any  part  of  the  country  that  qualifies  under  that 
exception.  It  is  not  a  geographical  exception.  I  had  not  realized  there 
was  any  part  of  the  United  States  that  was  not  qualified  to  be  in 
Division  I  until  Mr.  Kramer  has  suggested  it.  I  wonder  if  he  feels  the 
same  way  about  the  institutions  that  sponsored  Amendment  No.  30- 
1,  some  of  which  are  his  neighbors. 

Charles  E.  Young  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles);  On 
behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  want  to  inform  the  members 
that  the  Presidents  Commission  was  and  remains  opposed  to  Amend¬ 
ment  No.  30-2  to  Proposal  No.  30,  and  believes  that  this,  as  with 
many  other  kinds  of  items  that  are  being  proposed  as  amendments, 
can  be  dealt  with  following  the  Convention  along  the  lines  suggested 
by  Executive  Director  Schultz. 

[The  motion  for  reconsideration  of  Proposal  Nos.  30  and  30-2  was 
approved  by  Division  I,  194-128,  roll-call  vote.] 

Joseph  S.  Boland  (Auburn  University);  The  primary  reason 
given  this  morning  in  support  of  No.  30-2  was  that  for  those 
institutions  that  do  not  distinguish  between  student-athletes  and 
students  in  general,  the  probability  was  that  in  some  instances  you 
could  get  more  than  50  percent  student-athletes  in  a  given  dorm.  If 
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you  know  anything  about  probability  and  looking  at 
student-athletes  versus  the  number  of  students  involved,  it  is  highly 
improbable  that  would  occur  on  a  random  basis.  If  it  were  to  occur,  it 
would  only  be  very  infrequently  and  very  easy  to  correct  that.  1  really 
see  no  need  for  that  amendment.  I  speak  against  it. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Ivy  Group):  Mr.  Chair,  in  fact.  ^  ^  number 
of  institutions  who  have  a  very  high  percentage  of  athletes  among 
their  on-campus  residents,  and  there  are  schools  in  this  room 
including  Division  I-A  schools,  with  very  high  percentages  of 
students,  it  is  quite  possible  given  the  narrow  definition  of  a  wing  or 
a  floor  in  the  legislation  that  random  selection  will  provide  more  than 

50  percent  of  the  athletes  in  a  particular  current  floor 

Our  amendment  is  designed  to  solely  deal  with  that.  I  would  urge 
the  delegates  to  consider  it  on  its  merits.  I 

members  of  the  Ivy  Group  will  vote  for  Proposal  No.  30  whether  this 
amendment  passes  or  not.  We  hope  that  everyone  who  votes  on 
Amendment  No.  30-2  will  vote  for  Proposal  N o.  30  also. 

[Proposal  No.  30-2  (Page  A-33)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  upon 
reconsideration  of  the  motion,  129-196,  two  abstentions,  roll-call 

[Proposal  No.  30  (Page  A-32)  was  approved  unamended  by 
Division  I,  278-31,  four  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Coaching  Limilations — Division  l-A  Football 
Eugene  F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference);  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  34. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  .  n  •  i  \ 

Frederick  E.  Gruninger  (Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick); 
On  behalf  of  the  Council,  1  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amend- 
ment  No.  34-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ....  *•  i 

This  proposal  continues  to  recognize  and  maintain  for  the  national 
service  academies  the  necessary  staff  for  their  unique  needs.  As 
noted  in  the  agenda,  the  additional  staff  will  be  under  the  same 
guidelines  as  the  restricted-earnings  coach  and  will  be  prohibited 
from  recruiting  off  campus.  The  Presidents  Commission  supports 

this  amendment.  „  -n  \.  a. 

Douglas  A.  Dickey  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville).  As 
chair  of  the  Division  I-A  athletics  directors  staff  committee,  we  would 

®“^^ro^samo.  34-1  (Page  A-41)  was  approved  by  Division  I-A,  93- 
l2,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

Douglas  A.  Dickey  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  1  am 
chair  of  the  Division  I-A  staff  committee  of  the  athletics  directors.  We 
move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  34-2. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  . .  a  u 

This  amendment,  in  terms  used  here,  is  very  friendly.  Secondly,  it 
does  not  contradict  the  intent  of  the  original  proposal.  Having  given 
Mr.  Corrigan’s  committee  our  best  thoughts  over  a  period  of  time,  we 


Divist(»i  /  Business  Session 


have  found  one  area  that  we  think  additional  flexibility  can  be  gained 
by  this  amendment. 

The  proposal  would  have  one  head  football  coach,  eight  assistants 
and  four  restricted-earnings  coaches.  Instead  of  four  restricted- 
earnings  coaches,  this  amendment  would  allow  you  to  combine  two  of 
those  into  one  position  making  $24,000  a  year,  or  $8,000  in  the 
summer.  You  would  then  have  two  restricted-earnings  coaches.  This 
will  give  flexibility  in  the  transition  from  the  current  staff  to  the  new 
staff  limitations  and  will  allow  maximum  flexibility  as  you  go 
forward  with  your  staff,  whether  they  are  graduate  students,  re¬ 
stricted-earnings  coaches,  or  people  who  fit  this  particular  capacity. 

We  presented  this  at  the  Division  I-A  athletics  directors  meeting.  It 
was  highly  received.  We  highly  recommend  this. 

[Proposal  No.  34-2  (Page  A-42)  was  approved  by  Division  I-A,  70- 
35,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

Eugene  F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference);  Proposal  No. 
34  establishes  new  coaching  categories  and  reduces  the  number  of 
countable  coaches  who  may  be  utilized  in  Division  I-A  football.  The 
proposed  limitations  reflect  an  effort  to  reduce  the  number  of  football 
coaches  by  one  full-time  po.sition  and  to  establish  a  new  restricted- 
earnings  coach. 

There  are  exceptions  to  the  coaching  categories  similar  to  those 
that  exist  under  current  legislation  with  the  weight  and  strength 
coach  and  the  undergraduate  coach,  as  well  as  the  special  attrition 
provision,  to  accommodate  those  with  written  contracts  or  other 
enforceable  contracts  in  effect  before  September  15,  1990. 

The  new  coaching  category  is  entitled  “restricted-earnings  coach.” 
That  coach  may  receive  compensation  or  remuneration  from  the 
institution’s  athletics  department  that  is  not  in  excess  of  either 
$12,000  or  the  actual  cost  incurred  as  a  graduate  student.  The 
$12,000  figure  represents  approximately  a  meaningful  grant-in-aid 
value  for  public  and  private  institutions.  The  institution  may  choose 
to  provide  those  students  who  wish  to  pursue  graduate  school 
education  the  actual  cost  of  educational  expenses.  In  addition,  there 
is  a  $4,000  limit  on  compensation  and  remuneration  that  a  restricted- 
earnings  coach  may  receive  during  the  summer  from  the  institution’s 
athletics  department,  from  camps  or  clinics  owned  or  operated  by  the 
institution,  or  from  another  member  of  the  institution’s  summer 
camps. 

It  finally  should  be  noted  the  restricted-earnings  coach  would  be 
treated  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  current  part-time  coach.  The 
restricted-earnings  coach  may  receive  compensation  for  performing 
duties  for  another  department  or  office  of  the  institution  during  the 
summer  or  the  academic  year,  provided  that  the  compensation 
received  for  those  duties  outside  is  commensurate  with  that  received 
by  others  performing  similar  duties. 

The  ratio  of  compensation  is  proportionate  to  time  devoted  to  the 
assignment  and  the  individual’s  qualifications.  The  restricted- 
earnings  coach  would  not  be  permitted  to  receive  common  coaching 
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benefits  such  as  country  club  memberships,  automobiles  or  postseason 
bowl -game  bonuses.  The  restricted-earnings  coach  may  accept 
employee  benefits  available  to  all 

example,  life  insurance,  health  insurance,  disability  and  expenses 
incurred  in  the  performance  of  coaching  duties,  including  expenses 
to  attend  the  convention  of  the  American  Football 
and  expenses  for  the  coach’s  spouse  and  children  to  attend  certified 
postseason  football  games.  I  urge  your  support  in  adopting  this 

C.  Hansen  (Pacific-lO  Conference):  I  served  as  liaison  to 
Eugene  Corrigan’s  committee.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  one 
aspect  of  this  be  clarified  and  be  on  the  record  so  that  it  is  clear  wha 
we  mean  the  restricted -earnings  coach  can  do  as  a  graduate  student. 
The  restricted-earnings  coach  can  only  receive  his  or  her  actual 

expensesasagraduatestudent,butnotthegraduatestudentexpense 

for  a  full-time,  fully  enrolled  graduate  student.  ^  S ® 

upper  limit  for  a  graduate  student  at  a  university  ^20,000  but  the 
person  is  not  enrolled  in  a  full  program  and  his  her  expenses  are 
$15,000,  he  or  she  could  receive  $15,000,  not  $20,000.  You  receive  the 

greater  amount  of  your  actual  expenses. 

La  Veil  Edwards  (Brigham  Young  University):  There  are  two  or 

three  points  that  I  would  like  to  have  go 

coaching  football  is  so  diverse  with  so  many  different  positions  that 
all  the  help  that  we  can  get  is  fundamental.  I 
people  on  our  staffs  to  ensure  the  safety  and  integrity  of  the  game^ 
Secondly,  it  is  a  little  ironic  that  we  talk  so  much  about  the  importance 
of  getting  degrees.  We  have  a  program  in  place  th^  seems  to  be 
working.  We  no  longer  have  the  abuses  that  we  once  had  with  part- 
time  coaches  by  providing  opportunities  for  graduate  assistants  to 
come  into  the  program  to  work  on  and  obtain  the  degrees.  I  suspect 
there  have  been  some  (graduate  assistants)  who  probably  have  not, 
but  at  our  place  virtually  every  graduate  assistant  has  received  an 

advanced  d^e^e^l^at  ^  restricted-earnings  coach,  is  that 

there  will  not  be  that  many  coaches  or  graduate  assistants  working 
on  an  advanced  degree.  With  potential  for  the  abuses  with  this 
restricted-earnings  coach — I  hope  that  it  won  t  happen,  but  beii^ 
creative  as  many  people  seem  to  be-it  appears  to  ‘hat  we  have 
opened  another  can  of  worms  for  the  same  kinds  of  problenm  that^we 
had  before.  It  is  like  we  are  taking  a  step  backwards  in  this  whole 

^^George  Perles  (Michigan  State  University);  I  realize  that  chances 
of  this  passing  are  excellent.  I  would  just  say  that  we  need  not  on  y 
these  coaches  on  the  field  but  more  than  that 
student-athletes  with  their  social  lives,  to  help  ^th  the^r  motivation 
toward  going  to  school  and  graduating,  and  also  helping  with 
problems  they  have  at  home.  We  are  counselors  and  parents  away 

^^^*suggest  that  we  make  our  decisions  based  on  what  is  for  the  good 


Division  I  Biisiness  Session 


of  the  athlete.  If  money  is  more  important  than  the  athlete,  then  it  is 
good  to  cut  personnel.  If  we  are  looking  for  more  help  for  our  people — 
that  is  my  platform— we  need  all  the  help  we  can  get  to  help  these 
young  men.  I  assume  after  this  meeting,  that  we  will  lose  that. 

I  hope  in  another  year  that  we  will  come  here  with  ideas  of  cutting 
money  in  some  other  ways.  The  bottom  line  is  not  hurting  the  student- 
athlete’s  chances  by  losing  help  from  his  coaches.  If  next  year  wc 
could  come  in  with  ideas  from  coaches  throughout  the  country  to  save 
financially  and  have  this  reconsidered,  that  would  be  very  helpful. 

John  Mackovic  (University  of  Illinois,  Champaign):  I  serve  as 
football  coach  and  the  athletics  director  of  the  University  of  Illinois. 
I  would  like  to  at  least  make  a  few  points  and  expound  a  little  bit  on 
especially  what  La  Veil  Edwards  said. 

The  restricted-earnings  position  in  many  people’s  opinion  is  not  a 
step  in  the  right  direction.  I  feel  a  little  bit  like  I  did  last  Tuesday 
when  we  were  steamrolled  by  Clemson.  We  would  like  the  Convention 
to  know  and  understand  that  many  of  us  have  a  concern  that  the 
restricted-earnings  position  will  not  encourage  young  people  to  get 
an  advanced  degree.  They  do  it  because  they  are  interested  in  being 
a  football  coach.  But  many  of  them  are  sincere  in  their  desires  to  get 
a  secondary  and  advanced  degree.  All  of  them  stay  in  coaching. 

In  many  of  our  other  sports,  graduate  assistants  come  with  some 
intention  to  be  a  coach,  but  many  have  intentions  to  just  get  an 
advanced  degree.  Many  of  our  students  are  much  the  same  way.  From 
a  cost  standpoint,  I  can  see  where  it  actually  will  cost  us  some  money 
in  some  cases  because  many  of  us  in  state  institutions  do  get  tuition 
waivers  and  fee  waivers,  which  reduce  expenses  for  a  number  of  our 
graduate  students.  Most  of  the  students,  very  likely,  will  choose  to 
take  the  money  rather  than  the  educational  opportunities.  I  don’t  feel 
that  is  a  good  move  on  our  part. 

Lastly.  I  seriously  feel  that  a  number  of  these  young  restricted- 
earnings  coaches  very  likely  would  become  almost  football  gypsies, 
going  from  one  school  to  another,  where  the  opportunities  to  advance 
arc  limited.  If  we  reduce  the  coaching  staffs  by  one,  we  are  going  to 
generate  a  very  large  pool  of  experienced  football  coaches.  The  young 
person  who  is  25  years  old  will  be  competing  against  someone  who  is 
40  years  old  with  considerably  more  experience,  and  they  are  not 
going  to  break  into  the  coaching  ranks.  We  have  not  done  them  a 
service  by  allowing  them  an  opportunity  to  work  for  $12,000  or 
$16,000  per  year.  Many  of  them  very  likely  will  work  one  or  two  years 
one  place,  skip  across  the  country  to  another  place,  and  we  will  have 
generated  in  many  cases  less  than  the  most  desirable  effect. 

We  understand  and  are  very  aware  that  this  proposal  likely  will 
pass.  We  are  very  interested  that  the  Convention  will  hear  our  voice, 
and  if  there  are  things  to  be  refined  that  it  would  take  it  into  account 
in  the  coming  year. 

[Proposal  No.  34  (Page  A-37)  was  approved  by  Division  I-A  as 
amended  by  Nos.  34-1  and  34-2,  92-15,  roll-call  vote.] 
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Coaching  Limilatlons— Division  l-AA  Football 

Eugene  F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference);  I  move  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  35. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  Proposal  No.  35  is  nearly  the  same  as  Proposal  No. 
34.  The  difference  is  that  for  Division  I-AA  it  would  place  a  limit  of 
seven  head  or  assistant  coaches  and  two  restricted-earnings  coaches 
who  may  be  employed  by  the  institution  in  Division  I-AA  football.  I 
urge  your  support. 

Carl  F.  Ullrich  (Patriot  League):  I  move  adoption  of  Amendment- 
to-amendment  No.  35-1. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

1  speak  on  behalf  of  those  of  us  with  football  programs  large 
enough  to  need  junior  varsity  and  other  freshman  programs.  This 
legislation  will  allow  us  to  have  folks  who  can  provide  the  leadership 
and  the  direction  for  those  programs.  I  would  note  that  the  Presidents 
Commission  does  not  oppose  this  amendment-to-amendment.  I  urge 
and  ask  for  your  support. 

(Proposal  No.  35-1  (Page  A-46)  was  approved  by  Division  I-AA, 
60-31,  two  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

(Proposal  No.  35  (Page  A-42)  was  approved  by  Division  I-AA  as 
amended  by  No.  35-1, 83-9,  two  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 
(NOTE:  Proposal  No.  67  was  reordered  to  be  voted  on  before  No. 
36.1 

Men’s  Ice  Hockey  Coaching  Staff  Limitations 

Stuart  P.  Haskell  Jr.  (North  Atlantic  Conference):  I  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  67. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  67  is  sponsored  by  a  number  of  Division  1  members 
who  sponsor  ice  hockey.  If  the  membership  will  support  th  is  proposal, 
our  institutions  will  be  limited  in  the  future  to  three  full-time  coaches 
and  one  part-time  coach.  This  could  be  described  as  a  recognition 
piece  of  legislation,  it  recognizes  that  this  wonderful  winter  sport  is  a 
major  activity  at  our  institutions.  It  rivals  basketball  and  football  in 
popularity  and  significance.  The  number  of  student-athletes  who 
participate  in  this  sport  really  require  the  number  of  coaches  that  we 
are  requesting.  We  will  greatly  appreciate  it  if  the  Division  I 
membership  will  support  this  proposal. 

Pat  Richter  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison):  I  speak  in 
support  of  Proposal  No.  67.  In  Wisconsin,  ice  hockey  is  a  substantial 
revenue-producing  sport  viewed  in  the  same  light  as  football  and 
basketball.  1  believe  the  same  holds  true  with  most  institutions  that 
have  ice  hockey  programs. 

Recruiting  in  hockey  is  now  of  international  scope  and  takes  much 
time  away  from  coaching  duties.  The  sport  is  fast  moving  and 
requires  teaching  skills  in  small  groups.  Finally  and  importantly, 
the  safety  of  student-athletes  is  addressed  by  this  amendment.  We 
recognize  ice  hockey  exists  at  relatively  few  institutions  that  are 
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present,  but  we  urge  support  of  Proposal  No.  67. 

Laing  E.  Kennedy  (Cornell  University):  Mr.  Chair,  I  am  director 
of  athletics  and  chair  of  the  NCAA  Division  I  Ice  Hockey  Committee. 
It  is  in  that  capacity  that  I  speak  in  support  of  Proposal  No.  67,  in  that 
it  does  put  a  cap  on  the  number  of  coaches  for  ice  hockey,  and  that  the 
number  of  coaches  presently  varies  greatly  from  institution  to 
institution.  This  will  standardize  the  number  of  coaches  that  we  will 
have  in  Division  I  ice  hockey. 

As  the  previous  speakers  have  indicated,  hockey  is  a  very  important 
sport  at  many  of  our  institutions.  The  coaches’  duties  and  responsibil¬ 
ities  require  fund-raising  and  public  relations  at  the  same  magnitude 
as  football  and  basketball  coaches.  I  ask  for  your  support  of  Proposal 
No.  67. 

L.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council,  we  oppose  any  exceptions  and  limitations  in  Proposal 
No.  36.  In  essence,  this  is  the  same  thing  other  sports  are  asking.  The 
NCAA  Council  will  oppose  those  proposals.  I  ask  that  the  membership 
oppose  Proposal  No.  67. 

[Proposal  No.  67  (Page  A-120)  was  defeated  by  Division  I.] 
Coaching  Limitations— Sports  Other  Than  Football 

Eugene  F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference):  I  move  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  36. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  this  legislation  is  to  establish  coaching  categories  and 
to  impose  limitations  in  Division  I  sports  other  than  football,  and  to 
reduce  the  number  of  countable  coaches  who  may  be  utilized  in 
Division  I  basketball.  This  proposal  marks  the  first  time  coaching 
limitations  have  been  proposed  in  any  sport  other  than  Division  1 
football  or  basketball. 

As  in  Proposal  Nos.  34  and  35,  the  coaching  categories  will  be 
divided  into  head,  assistant  and  restricted-earnings  coaches.  Off- 
campus  evaluation  of  prospects  will  be  limited  to  the  head  or 
assistant  coach  in  each  sport  unless  the  sport  is  limited  to  one  head  or 
assistant  coach.  In  this  instance,  it  will  be  permissible  for  the 
restricted -earnings  coach  to  contact  or  evaluate  prospects  off  campus. 

In  addition,  there  will  be  exceptions  to  the  coaching  categories 
such  as  the  weight,  strength  and  undergraduate  coaches,  similar  to 
the  exceptions  that  exist  in  football  and  basketball.  Also,  the  special 
attrition  provision  will  be  in  there  as  it  was  in  football.  In  men’s  and 
women’s  basketball,  it  will  be  a  limit  of  three  head  or  assistant 
coaches,  which  is  similar  to  the  limitations  that  exist  under  current 
limitations.  However,  those  sports  would  be  limited  to  one  restricted- 
earnings  coach,  which  reduces  by  one  the  number  of  less  than  full¬ 
time  coaches  who  may  be  employed  in  a  Division  1  member  institution. 

The  limit  on  the  number  of  coaches  that  may  be  employed  in  each 
sport,  other  than  football  is  listed  in  the  chart  in  the  Convention 
Notice,  pages  47  and  48.  The  limitations  on  the  restricted-earnings 
coach  as  set  forth  in  Proposal  Nos.  34  and  35  will  also  be  applicable. 
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Since  you  have  already  passed  Proposal  No.  34, 1  strongly  urge  the 
adoption  of  this  proposal. 

Bill  Rowe  (Southwest  Missouri  State  University):  I  move  adoption 
of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  36-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

We  are  recommending  support  of  Proposal  No.  36-1,  which  will 
allow  for  four  baseball  coaches,  including  one  restricted-earnings 
coach.  NCAA  statistics  list  the  current  average  squad  size  of  Division 
I  baseball  as  32.2  players  per  team.  We  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time 
in  Division  I  emphasizing  the  total  program  and  the  importance  of 
having  well-rounded  athletics  commitment  in  all  of  our  sports. 
Having  enough  coaches  to  adequately  supervise  and  teach  student- 
athletes  is  a  significant  part  of  that  commitment. 

Proposal  No.  36-1  is  important  in  the  maintenance  of  the  integrity 
of  a  key  NCAA  sport  that  is  gaining  in  popularity  each  and  every 
year.  Baseball  requires  attention  to  detail  and  a  great  many  facets 
that  comprise  the  game.  Like  any  other  team  sport,  all  the  pieces  have 
to  fit  together  if  the  team  is  to  perform  well.  We  therefore  want  to 
continue  to  attract  quality  players  and  play  the  game  at  the  same 
high  level  for  which  collegiate  baseball  has  become  to  be  respected. 

Passage  of  No.  36-1  will  enhance  all  these  things  in  a  great  many 
different  ways  and  do  so  with  an  adequate  number  of  coaches,  which 
will  ultimately  prove  to  be  very  cost-effective  for  all  concerned. 

Cedric  W,  Dempsey  (University  of  Arizona):  I  reluctantly  rise  to 
support  this.  I  have  never  been  hit  by  a  train  before,  but  I  do  support 
Amendment  No.  36-1 .  I  was  a  member  of  the  Special  Committee  on 
Co.st  Reduction  and  supported  its  attempts  to  be  as  objective  and 
consistent  as  possible  in  attacking  its  charge  of  recommending 
measures  to  cut  costs  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

However,  in  review,  I  do  feel  an  inequity  is  proposed  for  baseball.  A 
recent  survey  indicates  that  should  the  staff  reductions  all  pass, 
almost  one  third  of  the  reductions  would  come  from  baseball.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  in  reviewing  the  player-coach  ratio,  baseball  would  have  the 
highest.  Most,  if  not  all  sports,  will  have  a  single-digit  ratio  while 
baseball  would  have  a  double-digit  ratio. 

1  recognize  the  concern  about  changing  any  segment  of  the  cost- 
reduction  package.  I  do  not  see  that  No.  36-1  compromises  these 
principles,  but  instead  would  make  tbe  total  package  more  equitable. 
Since  our  program  historically  has  been  one  of  the  stronger  programs, 
one  might  assume  my  comments  are  self-serving.  In  supporting  No. 
36-1 ,  the  University  of  Arizona  would  still  have  a  reduction  of  one  full¬ 
time  and  three  restricted-earnings  coaches,  which  I  feel  would  be 
more  consistent  with  other  sports  cuts.  I  urge  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

Gene  McArtor  (University  of  Missouri,  Columbia):  Mr.  Chair,  I 
am  NCAA  Division  I  Baseball  Committee  chair  and  president  of  the 
American  Baseball  Coaches  Association.  While  the  aims,  goals  and 
motivatums  of  these  meetings  are  well  understood  in  acceptance  of 
No.  36,  we  also  urge  the  acceptance  of  Amendment  No.  36-1. 
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We  feel  there  are  special  circumstance  among  the  various  NCAA 
sports.  We  also  believe  the  opportunity  is  here  for  fine-tuning 
legislation  as  we  go,  rather  than  coming  back  at  a  later  date.  The 
recommendation  of  four  coaches  in  the  sport  of  baseball  was  endorsed 
by  the  American  Baseball  Coaches  Association  after  a  survey  that 
had  a  100-percent  return.  As  has  already  been  indicated,  baseball  is 
among  the  largest  staff  sizes  of  all  NCAA  sports.  We  feel  like  the 
safety,  liability,  development  of  skills  and  competition  from  profes¬ 
sional  baseball  justifies  the  amendment. 

Baseball  championships  with  our  regional,  national  and  network 
television  has  continued  to  set  record  attendance.  Ini  990,  attendance 
reached  367,000,  placing  it  second  in  paid  attendance  among  NCAA 
championship  events.  This  is  one  of  the  few  championships  that  has 
received  enhanced  status  from  the  NCAA.  What  we  ask  is  through 
the  passage  of  No.  36-1  that  you  enhance  the  baseball  coaching  staff 
limitations.  We  urge  your  fine-tuning  of  this  legislation  at  this  time. 

h.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  Proposal  No.  36-1,  as  well  as 
other  coaching-limitation  amendments  to  Proposal  No.  36.  The 
Council  does  not  feel  it  is  appropriate  to  allow  exceptions  in  any 
sports  as  part  of  the  package  of  No.  36. 1  share  a  lot  of  thoughts  and 
concerns  with  coaches,  but  No.  36,  as  written,  is  a  good  piece  of 
legislation.  I  urge  the  defeat  of  Amendment  No.  36-1. 

Ronald  J.  Maestri  (University  of  New  Orleans):  I  speak  in  favor 
of  Proposal  No.  36-1.  A  number  of  the  men  before  me  had  some  very 
valid  comments.  1  think  we  are  sending  a  message  to  our  young 
people  who  want  to  go  into  coaching  that  we  are  going  to  eliminate  a 
number  of  positions. 

I  might  point  out  that  in  college  baseball,  as  far  as  cost  containment, 
276  coaches  would  be  eliminated.  Fifty-four  of  them  would  be  full¬ 
time.  A  majority  of  our  coaches  are  nonpaid  individuals  who  would  be 
eliminated. 

I  might  also  point  out  that  as  far  as  our  young  people  are  concerned, 
it  seems  that  we  would  like  to  get  good  educators  going  into  physical 
education  and  into  the  coaching  profession.  With  the  elimination  of 
these  coaches,  I  don’t  think  that  we  would  be  serving  that  purpose. 
Therefore,  I  recommend  that  we  do  go  for  Proposal  No.  36-1. 

John  W.  Kaiser  (St.  John’s  University  (New  York)]:  I  would  like 
to  support  Proposal  No.  36-1 .  The  previous  speakers  covered  the  field. 
1  just  have  two  points  to  make.  One  is  that  the  great  number  of 
coaches  who  would  be  eliminated  are  volunteer  coaches  and  cost 
practically  nothing.  This  is  a  cost-containment  issue.  In  addition, 
baseball  requires  specific  coaching  in  different  areas.  The  coaches 
eliminated  would  not  be  able  to  be  specific  to  those  areas.  In  addition, 
the  coaches  association  sent  recommendations  to  the  Presidents 
Commission  in  July  in  the  spirit  of  this  amendment  to  recommend 
cuts  to  four  rather  than  three.  I  would  urge  you  to  support  this 
amendment. 

[Proposal  No.  36-1  (Page  A-52)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  66- 
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Frederick  E.  Gruninger  (Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick): 
I  move  to  adopt  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  36-3. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  relationship  to  this  proposal  under  the  coaching  limitations  for 
basketball,  this  proposal  continues  to  recognize  and  maintain  for  the 
national  service  academies  the  necessary  staff  for  their  unique  needs. 
As  noted  before  when  we  did  it  for  football,  this  staff  will  be  under  the 
restricted-earnings  coach  category  and  will  be  prohibited  from 
recruiting  off  campus.  The  proposal  has  the  support  of  the  Presidents 
Commission. 

Douglas  A.  Dickey  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  The 
Division  I  athletics  directors  support  Proposal  No.  36-3. 

(Proposal  No.  36-3  (Page  A-53)  was  approved  by  Division  I,  228- 
81,  eight  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Douglas  A.  Dickey  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  1  move 
adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  36-2. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  category  is  extremely  complicated.  I  think  Mr.  Corrigan  and 
his  committee  have  done  a  tremendous  job  of  trying  to  define  the  full¬ 
time  coaches,  the  head  coach  and  the  restricted-earnings  coach.  It  is 
a  very  difficult  issue  to  have  dealt  with  and  very  emotional  because  of 
the  people  involved. 

There  are  several  amendments  that  we  spent  considerable  time  on 
in  Division  I-A  athletics  directors  meetings  and  with  a  committee  of 
five  Division  1-A  athletics  directors;  however,  we  have  missed  two 
places  and  we  would  like  to  adjust  those.  One  will  be  in  Proposal  No. 
36-6,  and  this  particular  one — No.  36-2,  which  calls  for  one  less 
baseball  coach.  I  think  that  was  addressed  by  the  baseball  coaches. 
They  would  like  to  have  four. 

What  we  have  done  is  add  one  more  restricted-earnings  coach  in  the 
spring  sports.  We  have  added  one  in  baseball.  That  is  a  rather 
complicated  sport  and  it  is  not  a  crossover  between  men  and  women. 
The  intent  was  to  combine  these  two  restricted-earnings  people  into 
the  possibility  of  having  three  and  zero,  two  and  two,  depending  on 
which  way  you  wanted  to  conduct  your  program.  That  gives  you  the 
leeway  to  use  the  volunteer  coach,  if  you  want  one  of  them.  Many 
people  in  baseball  use  those. 

We  will  propose  that  amendment  from  Division  1-A  athletics 
directors  next  time  to  combine  the  two  positions  of  restricted- 
earnings  coaches  into  one,  with  the  same  definition  that  we  have 
talked  about  for  the  person  who  will  be  your  diving  coach,  which  is  in 
No.  36,  or  who  will  be  the  person  in  Proposal  No.  36-6,  who  is 
described  as  a  combination  of  two  restricted-earnings  people.  That 
was  voted  positively  in  Division  I-A  football  and  we  are  proposing  the 
second  restricted -income  coach  here. 

1  hope  you  understand  the  circumstances  and  where  we  are  trying 
to  go  with  this.  This  has  been  unanimously  approved  by  the  Division 
I-A  athletics  directors. 
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Glen  C.  Tuckett  (Brigham  Young  University):  I  speak  in  support 
of  Amendment  No.  36-2.  This  proposal  allows  us  to  be  effective  in 
containment  of  costs  and  also  to  reduce  costs  while  not  being  overly 
hurtful  to  baseball.  It  also  provides  the  flexibility  to  maintain  the 
high  level  of  coaching  currently  being  performed  and  encourages 
young  men  to  obtain  an  advanced  academic  degree  while  enhancing 
their  baseball  coaching  experience. 

The  limitations  and  parameters  regarding  restricted-earnings 
coaches  contained  in  Amendment  No.  34-A  apply  to  this  amendment. 
If  we  adhere  to  the  restrictions  and  intent  of  this  proposal,  there 
should  be  no  abuses.  I  feel  often  that  we  are  our  own  worst  enemies. 
Many  times  in  past  Conventions,  we  have  stifled  the  subject  of 
assistant  and  graduate- assistant  coaches.  If  we  don’t  train,  nurture 
and  teach  them,  we  wonder  who  will.  We  are  best  equipped  and 
prepared  to  do  this  job.  It  is  not  a  favor,  it  is  an  obligation.  We  should 
leave,  the  soil  richer  than  we  found  it  and  we  should  help  perpetuate 
the  coaching  profession. 

In  conclusion,  Amendments-to-amendment  No.  36  address  res¬ 
tricted-earnings  coaches  in  other  sports.  Those  of  us  who  favor  the 
legislation  do  not  wish  to  offer  the  same  comments  for  each  amend¬ 
ment  to  No.  36.  The  points  mentioned  are  valid  for  Nos.  36-4  and  36- 
6.  We  urge  your  support. 

Alan  A.  Cummings  (Stanford  University):  My  concern  is  that  if 
we  operate  baseball  with  three  coaches,  we  have  overlooked  the  fact 
that  this  reduces  the  number  of  opportunities  for  young  men  to  play 
baseball.  We  firmly  believe  that  four  coaches  allow  Stanford  Univer¬ 
sity  to  compete  with  a  larger  number  of  athletes.  We  are  concerned 
that  the  result  for  our  program  and  other  programs  will  be  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  young  people  playing  baseball. 

L.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  I  rise  once  again  in 
behalf  of  the  Council  and  with  the  support  of  the  Presidents  Commis¬ 
sion  to  oppose  Amendment  No.  36-2.  lam  very  sensitive  to  the  issues 
that  have  been  raised,  but  I  must  share  the  feelings  of  the  Council  and 
the  Presidents  Commission. 

Mr.  Dickey:  I  have  the  highest  respect  for  Oval  Jaynes,  the 
Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  but  there  are  certain  things 
that  need  to  be  adjusted  in  what  is  going  on  here,  and  this  is  one  of 
them.  I  hope  this  group  will  override  that  particular  desire  and  vote 
for  this  amendment.  We  have  a  lot  of  people  involved  in  this.  There  are 
other  people  involved  in  protecting  a  certain  number  of  jobs.  This 
seems  to  be  the  highest  number  of  people  who  are  going  to  be 
vulnerable.  I  would  urge  you  to  support  this  amendment. 

Ronald  J.  Maestri  (University  of  New  Orleans):  I  think  it  was 
mentioned  that  the  Presidents  Commission  did  not  want  to  hurt  or 
handicap  any  particular  group.  I  think  that  the  survey  and  the 
studies  have  shown  that  college  baseball  will  be  affected  the  most  if 
this  legislation  goes  through.  Therefore,  I  urge  you  to  pass  Amendment 
No.  36-2. 

Frederick  E.  Gruninger  (Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick): 
2.^4  - 1991  Convention  Proceedings 


Speaking  for  the  Council,  I  would  like  to  follow  up  with  what  Oval 
Jaynes  said  and  bring  to  your  attention  that  the  effective  date  of  this 
legislation  is  August  1,  1992.  Taking  a  note  from  our  director 
yesterday,  if  there  needs  to  be  fine-tuning,  I  am  sure  the  Council  will 
address  that  in  ail  of  the  coaching  categories. 

[Proposal  No.  36-2  (Page  A-52)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  90- 
233,  three  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Douglas  A.  Dickey  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  I  would 
like  to  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  36-6. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  amendment  again  combines  restricted-income  positions.  An 
institution  that  conducts  men’s  and  women’s  programs  in  any  sport 
other  than  swimming  and  diving  may  employ  either  one  restricted- 
earnings  coach  each  for  both  men’s  and  women’s  teams  or,  in  lieu  of 
two  restricted -earnings  coaches,  one  head  or  assistant  coach  to  coach 
both  men’s  and  women’s  teams  in  that  sport. 

The  reason  it  says  that  is  because  swimming  and  diving  was 
originally  put  in  Proposal  No.  36.  It  is  back  in  the  rest,  so  you  can 
combine,  for  instance,  a  diving  coach  between  men  and  women.  So 
for  instance,  you  could  have  one  head  coach  in  men’s  tennis,  one  head 
coach  in  women’s  tennis  and  combine  the  two  restricted-earnings 
positions  between  the  two  sports.  So  you  would  have  a  person  working 
both  men’s  and  women’s  tennis,  men’s  and  women’s  track,  men’s 
and  women’s  golf,  and  whatever  sports  it  could  be  combined  with. 

This  is  a  recommendation  of  the  Division  I-A  athletics  directors.  I 
think  it  is  extremely  important  again  in  creating  as  much  flexibility 
as  possible  in  the  transition  into  this  new  program.  You  have  women 
and  minorities  involved  in  some  of  these  sports.  I  think  this  is  a  way 
to  give  us  the  maximum  flexibility  in  administering  a  new  program. 
We  urge  your  adoption  by  the  Division  I-A  athletics  directors. 

Samuel  L.  Becker  (University  of  Iowa):  I  rise  to  support  Doug 
Dickey  in  this  particular  issue.  I  think  there  are  activities  such  as 
tennis  and  other  sports  that  combining  will  make  a  big  difference  in 
the  program.  So  I  support  this. 

L.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  I  rise  also  to  support 
Doug  on  his  wish  and  give  thanks  for  his  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  Dickey:  Thank  you.  Oval.  This  is  a  friendly  amendment. 

David  Price  (Pacific-lO  Conference):  I  simply  want  to  clarify  an 
issue  that  was  a  little  confusing  to  our  conference  earlier.  In  the 
interpretations  compilation  that  was  distributed.  No.  12  is  titled 
“Coaching  Limitations  other  than  Football.’’  That,  however,  relates 
only  to  swimming  and  diving,  and  allows  the  combination  coach  to 
recruit  off  campus  in  diving.  No.  36-6  includes  the  clause  at  the  end 
that  does  not  allow  the  combination  coach  to  recruit  off  campus.  I 
wanted  to  clarify  that. 

Mr,  Dickey:  It  is  not  the  intention  of  our  amendment  to  allow 
coaches  off  campus.  He  will  not  be  allowed  to  recruit  as  defined  by  the 
restricted-earnings  coach  and  all  of  these  combination  posts  that 
would  exist.  He  would  not  be  allowed  to  recruit  off  campus. 


Division  /  Business  Sessicat 


235 


[Proposal  No.  36-6  (Page  A-54)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  158- 
158,  nine  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.  Later  motion  to  reconsider 
was  defeated  123-196,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

Robert  A.  Bowlsby  (University  of  Northern  Iowa):  Mr.  Chair,  at 
the  risk  of  becoming  additional  road  kill  on  the  freeway  of  reform,  on 
behalf  of  the  sponsors  1  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment 
No.  36-5. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Fellow  delegates,  the  sponsors  of  this  amendment  are  committed  to 
the  principles  of  cost  reduction  and  supportive  reform  of  the  initiative 
in  general.  We  are  committed  to  the  student-athletes  in  wrestling. 

In  mentioning  wrestling,  I  realize  the  majority  of  you  began  to 
divide  your  attention  between  listening  to  me  and  attending  more 
pressing  matters.  For  those  of  you  who  do  not  sponsor  wrestl  i  ng,  I  ask 
your  consideration  and  your  indulgence.  For  those  of  you  who  do,  I  ask 
that  you  consider  the  safety  implications  that  Proposal  No.  36  will 
have  on  wrestling. 

The  average  Division  I  program  is  composed  of  28  athletes.  Most  of 
the  sponsors  have  40  or  more  student-athletes  in  their  practice  room. 
Under  Proposal  No.  36,  wrestling  will  be  allotted  one  full-time  coach 
and  one  restricted-earnings  coach.  Obviously,  a  student-athlete  ratio 
to  coaches  of  between  14  to  1  and  25  to  1  is  imprudent  and 
administratively  unsafe.  The  circumstances  are  made  immeasurably 
worse  when  one  of  the  coaches  is  away  from  practice  due  to  recruiting, 
public  relations  or  other  official  duties. 

Under  the  provisions  of  Proposal  No.  36,  wrestling  will  be  grouped 
with  the  sports  of  golf,  tennis,  rifle  and  fencing,  among  others.  While 
these  are  all  worthy  undertakings,  they  do  not  entail  the  number  of 
participants  nor  the  risk  of  injury  involved  in  wrestling.  Wrestling 
consistently  ranks  among  the  leaders  in  both  the  frequency  and  the 
severity  of  injury  reported  by  the  Association’s  injury  surveillance 
data.  (liven  the  combination  of  the  number  of  student-athletes  and 
the  physical  nature  of  the  sport,  it  is  critical  that  adequate  supervision 
be  provided. 

Amendment-to-amendment  No.  36-5  does  not  seek  to  save  jobs  or 
improve  the  quality  or  level  of  coaching.  It  seeks  instead  to  ensure  a 
safe  environment  in  a  highly  combative  sport.  The  reform  initiative  is 
appropriately  timed  and  the  proposals  have  been  thoughtfully 
prepared,  but  they  are  not  flawless.  To  those  who  insist  that  Proposal 
No.  36  should  be  passed  unamended,  I  submit  to  you  that  the  reform 
initiative  is  not  weakened  by  No.  36-5  and  the  safety  of  student- 
athletes  is  greatly  enhanced.  I  urge  your  support  of  Amendment-to- 
amendment  No.  36-5. 

Peter  Likins  (Lehigh  University):  I  support  Proposal  No.  36, 
amended  or  unamended.  I  want  to  make  that  clear.  I  am  surprised  to 
find  myself  seeking  an  exception  to  a  recommendation  that  is  as 
important  as  No.  36  is.  But  I  do  insist  that  there  is  a  different  kind  of 
issue  that  is  raised  by  No.  36-5,  and  you  have  to  think  about  it 
carefully  before  you  decide  to  cast  this  aside. 
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The  NCAA  measures  injury  in  terms  of  incidents  per  1,000  athlete 
exposures.  “Athlete”  is  one  athlete  participating  in  one  practice  or  in 
one  competition.  By  a  rather  distressing  and  overwhelming  prepon¬ 
derance,  wrestling  is  the  most  dangerous  sport  the  NCAA  sponsors, 
half  again  as  dangerous  as  foothall.  There  is  a  problem  in  the  sport. 

It  is  peculiar  to  wrestling  that  the  injuries  occur  principally  in 
practice,  not  in  competition.  In  competition  there  are  two  athletes  and 
at  least  one  official.  The  nature  of  the  sport  is  such  that  the  official 
frequently  must  intervene  to  make  sure  that  injuries  don’t  occur.  But 
in  practice  there  are  30  or  40  men  in  the  room,  and  it  is  imperative 
that  their  competition  be  very  carefully  monitored. 

Many  NCAA  institutions  have  recently  saved  a  few  bucks  by 
cancelling  wrestling.  Folks,  that  might  be  a  better  idea  than 
reducing  the  coaching  staff  to  one  fully  committed  coach  and  one 
restricted-earnings  coach.  I  do  urge  your  careful  consideration  of  the 
statistics.  The  top  13  sports  in  terms  of  incidents  of  injury  in  the 
NCAA  all  have  at  least  two  fully  committed  coaches  and  one 
restricted-earnings  coach.  It  would  be  hazardous  to  move  wrestling 
lower  than  that  limit. 

Chalmers  W.  Elliott  (University  of  Iowa):  1  rise  to  support  this 
and  think  that  the  last  two  speakers  have  really  hit  onto  something 
very,  very  strong  as  far  as  the  safety  factor  in  wrestling.  Remember, 
wrestling  is  a  contact  sport.  With  only  one  full-time  coach  it  is  too 
dangerous  to  conduct  a  solid  program.  So,  I  really  do  think  that  this 
should  be  considered  differently  than  many  of  the  other  issues. 

L.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  again  rise  in  opposition  to 
Amendment  No.  36-5. 1  would  also  remind  you  that  the  effective  date 
is  1992.  If  there  is  fine-tuning  to  be  done,  this  message  from  the 
Convention  will  be  addressed  by  the  Council. 

[Proposal  No.  36-5  (Page  A-54)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  111- 

190,  18  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  I  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  36- 
4. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Although  I  understand  the  Commission  and  the  Council’s  desire  to 
wait  until  next  year  for  refinements,  I  cannot  in  good  conscience  tell 
someone  to  hang  around  and  not  leave  employment  and  await  the  ax 
six  months  before  the  1992  effective  date. 

The  number  of  women  and  minorities  currently  coaching  college 
sports  is  dismally  low.  Less  than  five  percent  of  all  coaches  are 
minorities  and  less  than  25  percent  of  all  coaches — men’s  and 
women’s  sports— are  women.  If  the  coaching  staff  limits  are  estab¬ 
lished  as  a  result  of  enactment  of  Proposal  Nos.  34  through  36,  it  is 
reasonable  to  expect  that  the  last  hired  will  be  the  first  fired.  A  single 
restricted-earnings  coach  slot  in  each  sport  will  significantly  reduce 
the  number  of  entry-level  positions  available  to  minorities  or  women 
coaches. 
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While  cost  reduction  is  accomplished  by  restricting  the  size  of 
coaching  staffs,  this  has  laid  an  unintended  dysfunctional  impact  on 
unrepresented  classes  at  a  time  when  institutions  cannot  afford  this 
to  happen. 

It  is  important  for  this  Convention  to  demonstrate  a  strong 
commitment  to  reform.  But  there  are  other  values  important  in 
higher  education,  like  concern  for  race  and  gender  equity  that  require 
the  same  commitment  of  this  Convention. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  that  we  are  proposing  to  eliminate 
coaching  positions  in  track  and  field,  a  sport  that  accommodates  the 
needs  of  a  large  number  of  athletes— especially  minority  athletes— 
and  has  a  large  number  of  events  that  require  many  differently 
qualified  teachers.  It  is  more  importantly  the  sport  that  is  currently 
accommodating  a  large  number  of  minority  coaches,  many  of  whom 
are  entry-level  positions.  Amendment  No.  36-4  seems  to  partially 
remedy  this  entry-level  problem.  I  urge  your  support  of  Amendment 
No.  36-4. 

Clyde  Hart  (Division  I  TVack  and  Field  Coaches  Association):  We 
support  Amendment  No.  36-4.  When  we  received  this  proposal  we 
thought  there  had  been  a  clerical  error.  Cross  country  was  given  one 
full-time  coach  and  one  restricted-earnings  coach.  Track  and  field 
was  given  two  full-time  and  one  restricted.  When  the  combination 
was  made,  there  was  no  consideration  given  for  picking  up  this 
additional  sport. 

We  think  that  it  is  ironic  that  cross  country  was  dealt  with 
separately  throughout  the  proposal.  The  proposal  gives  as  much  as 
five  scholarships,  a  full-time  coach  and  assistant,  but  when  a 
combination  is  made  there  is  no  consideration  for  scholarships  or 
additional  coaches.  It  becomes  an  invisible  sport.  The  people  who 
have  coached  cross  country  and  track  and  field,  year-round  realize 
that  it  works  out  differently. 

The  cross  country  people  are  required  to  be  off  the  track  and  golf 
courses  and  on  the  road,  which  requires  coaches  to  be  with  them  for 
safety  purposes.  They  travel  in  automobiles  and  vans  most  of  the 
time.  Insurance  requires  people  to  be  of  a  certain  age  to  drive  these 
vehicles.  We  desperately  need  this  and  are  hoping  to  get  the  full 
capacity  of  one  and  one.  but  the  amendment  calls  for  only  an 
additional  restricted  coach.  We  feel  that  this  is  unfair  under  the 
circumstances  because  we  are  picking  up  an  additional  sport  that  is 
not  an  event  and  we  don’t  think  it  is  a  self-serving  thing  for  track  and 
field.  We  feel  that  we  are  asking  for  just  what  we  are  entitled  to. 

Frederick  E.  Gruninger  (Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick): 
I  think  it  is  loud  and  clear  to  us  who  are  members  of  the  Council  that 
we  have  some  work  to  do.  I  would  like  to  again  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  membership  that  1992  is  the  effective  date,  and  that  the 
legislative  calendar  prescribes  that  we  must  put  something  in  order 
by  the  end  of  June  in  order  for  us  to  have  something  for  next  January, 
1992.  1  think  our  orders  are  taken  here  and  we  are  hearing  the 
message.  I  again  ask  you  not  to  support  this  at  this  time  and  allow  it 
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to  go  back  to  the  Council  for  refining. 

[Proposal  No.  36-4  (Page  A-53)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  55- 
262,  three  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Mr.  Skelton:  We  are  now  back  to  Proposal  No.  36. 

Barbara  Winsett  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  The 
Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  representing  student-athletes 
opposes  this  proposal.  We  are  concerned  about  a  loss  of  quality  one- 
on-one  technical  instruction  in  learning  and  we  are  also  very 
concerned  about  a  decrease  in  safety  measures — a  fear  of  coaches. 
The  time  coaches  will  have  for  preparation  and  attendance  at 
practices  will  decrease.  Furthermore,  a  reduction  in  the  number  of 
coaches  will  make  it  impossible  for  the  level  of  attention  now  given  to 
student  athletes  to  be  maintained  by  the  coaching  staff. 

Richard  Woodring  (Drexel  University):  I  am  representing  the 
National  Soccer  Coaches  and  the  Intercollegiate  Coaches  Association. 
I  am  very  happy  to  follow  that  young  lady.  We  did  not  agree  obviously 
with  the  mood  of  the  Convention  about  cost  cutting,  but  we  are 
pleased  to  hoar  that  the  Council  is  ready  to  fine-tune  some  of  these 
issues. 

1  would  like  to  bring  before  everybody  the  volunteer  coach  issue. 
Donna  Lopiano  and  a  number  of  other  people  were  very  eloquent 
about  the  aspect  of  young  minorities  and  females  not  getting  the 
opportunity  to  get  in  the  profession  and  be  mentored. 

We  are  also  very  apprehensive  about  the  junior  varsity  issue.  It  has 
not  been  addressed.  We  would  like  to  make  the  point  to  the  Council 
that  if  it  would  pick  up  on  this  fine-tuning  here,  other  amendments  in 
the  future  will  not  be  appropriate. 

Glenn  S.  Patton  (University  of  Iowa):  I  would  like  to  address  that 
part  of  Proposal  No.  36  dealing  with  the  volunteer  coach.  This  is  a 
classic  example  of  the  individual  sport  coaches  and  athletes  paying  a 
severe  price  for  some  abuses  that  have  occurred  with  the  “volunteer 
coach”  in  football  and  basketball.  In  an  attempt  to  eliminate  some  of 
these  paid  volunteers  in  football  and  basketball,  we  are  going  to 
eliminate  true  volunteers  in  a  lot  of  our  individual  sport  programs 
who  give  a  lot  of  individual  attention  and  enhance  safety,  and 
improve  the  quality  of  instruction  for  many  of  our  sports  programs. 

It  also  does  a  service  to  our  local  high  school  programs  when  we 
have  a  graduate  student  enroll  in  a  program,  work  with  the  college 
team  for  a  year  or  two,  and  then  go  back  to  the  community  as  a  high- 
school  coach  who  is  much  improved,  more  knowledgeable  and  more 
safety  conscious  about  his  sport  or  her  sport. 

So,  in  doing  the  fine-tuning  process  next  year,  I  would  really  urge 
the  Council  to  consider  a  way  of  allowing  the  true  volunteer  coach  to 
continue  with  our  intercollegiate  sports  programs. 

[Proposal  No.  36  (Page  A-47)  was  approved  by  Division  I  as 
amended  by  No.  36-3,  305-23,  roll-call  vote.] 

[The  meeting  was  recessed  for  15  minutes.) 

David  B.  Keilitz  (Central  Michigan  University):  I  move  for 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  37. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

If  adopted,  Proposal  No,  37  would  reduce  to  seven  the  number  of 
football  coaches  who  can  contact  and/or  evaluate  prospective 
student-athletes  off  campus.  In  basketball,  all  three  coaches  can 
recruit  off  campus,  but  only  two  coaches  may  be  involved  in  off- 
campus  recruiting  at  any  one  time.  Limitations  would  also  be 
established  for  off-campus  recruiting  in  sports  other  than  football 
and  basketball. 

This  legislation  was  sponsored  by  the  Council  as  a  recommendation 
of  the  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction.  It  is  the  special 
committee’s  position  that  this  proposal  will  reduce  recruiting  costs 
plus  allow  coaching  staffs  to  be  on  campus  more  often  during  exam 
periods  and  other  key  periods  during  the  academic  year.  The  proposal 
carries  an  August  1 , 199 ! ,  effective  date.  The  Council  and  the  Special 
Committee  on  Cost  Reduction  urge  your  support. 

Vincent  J.  Dooley  (University  of  Georgia):  As  chair  of  the 
recruiting  committee  of  Division  I- A  athletics  directors,  I  move 
Amend  men  t-to-amendment  No.  37-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

The  athletics  directors  in  Division  I-A  support  reduction  of  off- 
campus  recruiting,  both  from  the  standpoint  of  potentially  reducing 
cost  and  to  allow  football  coaches  to  be  on  campus  to  address 
problems  that  periodically  come  up  that  can  only  truly  be  addressed 
by  the  coaches.  So  this  amend  me nt-to-amendment  is  not  an  attempt 
to  alter  the  proposal,  but  yet  to  fine-tune,  which  seems  to  be  the  theme 
of  a  lot  of  amendments. 

Based  on  our  experience,  we  feel  that  the  reduction  to  seven  is 
entirely  too  much,  and  that  a  more  compatible  number  would  be  eight. 
That  also  would  be  compatible  with  the  reduction  in  basketball.  It 
would  allow  the  same  ratio  of  coaches  to  recruited  athletes  as 
basketball  has.  So,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

Tom  Osborne  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  I  would  like  to 
register  some  concerns  with  Proposal  Nos.  37,  37-1,  and  naturally 
prefer  No.  37-1  over  No.  37. 1  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  effective 
date  of  No.  36, 1  believe,  is  August  1,  1992,  and  the  effective  date  of 
this  legislation  is  August  1,  1991.  So,  we  still  will  have  10  full-time 
football  coaches  next  year. 

What  this  means  is  we  are  going  to  lose  at  least  two  or  three  off- 
campus  recruiters  during  this  period.  It  certainly  is  going  to  result  in 
some  morale  problems  on  the  staff,  and  the  most  difficult  job  that  any 
coach  does  is  recruit.  The  recruiting  days  are  long.  The  travel  is  hard. 
You  spend  a  lot  of  night  time  away  from  home.  To  decide  which  two  or 
three  you  are  going  to  leave  home  is  going  to  be  somewhat  difficult. 

Secondly,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I  don’t  believe  this  is  going 
to  be  as  cost  effective  as  many  people  believe  because  you  will  have 
two  or  three  people  doing  either  menial  jobs  or  jobs  they  are  not  very 
well  trained  for  on  the  campus.  You  also  are  going  to  find  that  in  order 
to  cover  the  same  amount  of  ground  you  are  going  to  end  up  using 
more  aircraft.  I  believe  the  expense  will  be  about  the  same.  We  believe 
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that  this  will  certainly  be  a  concern. 

I  would  like  to  also  point  out  that  in  football,  we  currently  recruit 
for  roughly  three  months,  as  was  recommended  earlier  by  Proposal 
No.  25.  So  we  are  trying  to  recruit  about  25  players  in  a  short  period 
of  time,  and  now  this  will  be  reducing  the  number  of  coaches.  I  would 
also  like  to  point  out  that  any  mistake  in  recruiting  is  usually  a 
$30,000  to  $60,000  mistake.  If  you  make  a  mistake  in  character,  if  you 
make  a  mistake  in  regard  to  a  player’s  academic  ability  or  his  talent, 
you  have  wasted  a  scholarship  that  costs  quite  a  bit  of  money.  So,  you 
can’t  afford  to  make  a  bad  decision. 

Lastly,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  this  does  affect  the  competitive 
balance.  Coaches  recruiting  at  schools  in  remote  areas  sometimes  see 
one  player  if  he  is  recruiting  at  a  distance.  Whereas,  in  a  metropolitan 
area  you  can  .see  four  or  five  players  in  one  day.  So,  we  think  it  will 
certainly  work  to  the  disadvantage  of  some  schools. 

Mr.  Keilitz:  The  Council  voted  in  its  pre-Convention  meeting  to 
oppose  Proposal  No.  37-1.  It  is  the  Council’s  position  that  No.  37-1 
substantially  dilutes  Proposal  No.  37.  It  is  at  a  cross-purpose  with  the 
intent  of  the  Convention’s  reform  agenda.  The  Presidents  Commission 
and  the  Division  I  Conference  on  Conferences  have  also  stated 
opposition  to  No.  37-1.  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  urge  you  to  defeat 
No.  37-1 

[Proposal  No.  37-1  (Page  A-57)  was  defeated  by  Division  I-A,  27- 
76,  one  abstention,  roll-call  vote.] 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  37  (Page  A-55)  was  approved  by  Division 
I-A,  95-14;  Parts  B,  C  and  D  were  approved  by  Division  1, 287-31, 
roll-call  votes.) 

Maximum  Awards— Division  l*A  Football 

William  M.  Seay  (Louisiana  State  University):  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  41. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.) 

I  believe  this  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  reform  that 
has  been  so  much  a  part  of  this  Convention.  The  legislation  will 
retain  the  limit  of  25  initial  grants-in-aid  in  football,  but  will 
establish  a  limit  of  46  grants-in-aid  in  any  two  consecutive  years. 
Further,  this  would  provide  recruiting  young  men  with  the  expectation 
that  they  could  continue  to  participate  and  pursue  their  education 
without  required  attrition,  since  there  is  no  upper  limit  provided.  It  is 
unlikely  that  this  would  increase  cost  due  to  normal  attrition,  but  if  it 
does,  that  would  be  compensated  by  an  additional  number  of  young 
men  pursuing  their  education. 

I  should  point  out  that  there  is  a  companion  piece  of  legislation. 
Proposal  No.  89,  that  would  restrict  the  number  of  continuing 
students’  grants-in-aid  in  football  without  counting  in  the  initial 
limit  to  one  per  academic  year.  This  legislation  has  been  supported  by 
the  academic  review  committee  of  the  faculty  representatives  associ¬ 
ation.  It  supports  our  focus  on  graduation  rates  and  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  our  student-athletes.  I  strongly  urge  its  passage. 
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Milo  R.  Lude  (University  of  Washington):  Mr.  Chair,  on  behalf  of 
the  Pacific-10  Conference,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment  to- 
amendment  No.  41-1. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.]  .  ,  ,  •  i 

If  those  numbers  would  hold  up  in  a  hypothetical  or  theoretical  way 
over  a  five-year  period,  Proposal  No.  41  would  mean  that  the 
maximum  that  would  be  on  scholarship  would  be  117.  As  a  former 
football  coach,  I  would  like  that  a  lot.  I  think  that  is  a  good  idea, 
especially  if  we  are  working  very  hard  for  retention,  which  we  have 
committed  ourselves  to.  But  we  believe  that  95,  a  cap  that  we  have 
been  living  with,  is  reasonable  and  proper.  That  is  why  the  Pacitic-lU 
Conference  proposes  this  amendment-to-amendment. 

Mr.  Seay:  The  limit  of  95  will  eliminate  our  desire  to  eliminate 
forced  attrition  and  would  reduce  the  degree  to  which  this  legislation 
would  support  retention  and  graduation  rates.  Therefore,  1  urge  that 

No.  41-1  be  defeated.  , ,  •  •  t  a  cn 

(Proposal  No.  41-1  (Page  A-90)  was  adopted  by  Division  1-A,  bO- 

43,  three  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Mr.  Skelton:  We  are  back  to  Proposal  No.  41,  as  amended. 
Charles  E.  Young  (University  of  California,  l>os  Angeles):  On 
behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission  ,  I  urge  a  “no”  vote.  I  find  it  hard 
to  understand  how  a  proposal  that  eliminates  a  cap  on  the  number  or 
football  grants-in-aid  is  consistent  with  the  goals  of  this  Convention. 
Furthermore,  how  would  it  be  consistent  with  Proposal  No.  40,  which 
provides  for  reductions  in  the  numbers  of  grants-in-aid  available  tor 

all  other  sports?  r  j  ■ 

I  think  also  that  it  is  unfortunate  that  as  a  result  of  reordering 
Proposal  No.  41,  this  is  coming  up  before  No.  40  is  voted  u^n.  If  this 
proposal  is  approved,  it  will  moot  the  section  of  Proposal  No.  40  tha 
pertains  to  football.  I  believe  that  it  would  then  leave  us  open  to  the 
charge  that  we  are  now  doing  to  all  of  the  sports  what  we  would  not  do 

to  football.  ,  XT  .L.u 

Mr.  Skelton:  Thank  you.  The  amendment  to  No.  41  put  the  cap 

^^Carol  Iwaoka  (Big  Ten  Conference):  You  made  an  allusion  to  the 
reordering  of  No.  40  earlier.  I  would  appreciate  an  explanation  If  No. 
4 1  passes,  would  No.  40-A  become  moot,  since  in  the  regular  ordering. 
No.  40-A  would  have  made  No.  41  moot  if  No.  4 1-A  would  have  been 
adopted?  Would  you  be  able  to  clarify  that? 

Mr.  Skelton:  We  have  been  thinking  about  that  for  several 
minutes.  I  will  try  to  give  you  an  answer.  Proposal  No.  41-1  puts  the 
cap  back  on,  so  if  we  pass  No.  41,  as  amended,  that  will  moot  Fart  A 
of  No.  40.  We  amended  No.  41,  so  we  put  a  cap  back  in.  If  No.  41  then, 
as  amended,  passes.  Part  A  of  No.  40  will  be  moot.  According  to  our 
Parliamentarian,  you  cannot  consider  the  same  item  twice.  If  this 
passes,  we  have  considered  the  cap  on  football. 

Mr.  Young:  Although  I  am  wrong  in  stating  that  the  cap  has  been 
eliminated,  I  was  talking  at  that  point  in  time  to  the  statement 
was  made  in  support  of  No.  40  when  it  was  introduced.  It  is  true  that 

■jAj _ _  J991  Convention  Proceedin}'s 


I 

.  Ii 


I  1. 


the  oassaae  of  No.  41  would  protect  football  against  the  reductwn 
(hatTuU  otherwise  be  possible  to  be  made  »  eonnect.on  w.th  No. 

40  Therefore  aeain,  1  urge  defeat  of  this  propositiom 

f  Proposal  No  41  (Page  A-90)  was  defeated  by  Division  I-A  as 
ameSed  by  No.  41-1, 19-85,  two  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 
Financial  Aid  Limitations— Men’s  Ice  Hockey 
Stuart  P  Haskell  Jr.  (North  Atlantic  Conference):  I  move 
passage  of  Proposal  No.  42 

TSgTs'lSon'^which'is  long  and  probably 
and  read  pertains  only  to  schools  that  sponsor  ice  hockey.  To  the  best 
"of  mv  knowledge,  it  will  not  cost  anyone  a  dime  or  any  more  than  th  y 
fr^soeSg  right  now.  It  does  accomplish  three  important  goal^ 

The  firs  t  i  L  in  basketball  and  football,  if  a  student  IS  rece^ 

lid  from  any  source,  he  will  become  a  counter  once  he  ensages  m 
competition.  Secondly,  it  places  an  annual  cap  of  20  on  grants  ana 
makes  the  sport  a  counted  sport  by  having  a  “P 
number  of  students  receiving  grants.  Thirdly  it  places  icc 
the  same  category  as  football  basketball  m  tba  .f  a  student  i 
playing  that  sport  and  receiving  financial  aid,  the  aid  will  count  m 
ice  hockey  and  not  in  a  second  sport.  I  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  Skelton:  I  think  I  should  point  out  that  the  passage  of  this 
amendment  would  moot  the  ice  hockey  portiori  of  No.  4U. 

"proposal  No  42  (Page  A-91)  was  defeated  by  Division  I.  o5  184, 

72  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Schedul  ing — Division  I 

Mr.  Skelton:  We  were  told  No.  43  was  withdrawn,  so  we  will  move 

Stanley  G.  Rives  (Eastern  Illinois  University):  I  move  for 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  44. 

wrareTh1SnrSa“"hefe!‘^his  is  the  first  of  three  propos^s^- 
Nnc!  44  45  and  46— by  the  Special  Committee  to  I^yiew  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure  that  are  intended  to  establish  slightly  more 

stringentrequirementsternembersWpm 

Sesldentr(:ommi8sion  as  part  of  the  Jt  appropS 

there  is  more  homogeneity  within  the  various 

■4uch  leeislative  changes.  In  other  words,  groupings  of  institutions 

with  reasonably  comparable  programs 

programs  arc  more  likely  to  forge  agreements  on  the  steps  that  neea 

*°1^ teTiistancc  ofNo.  44,  this  proposal  is  indeed  modest.  It  simply 
would  reiuhe  an  institution  to  compete  to  a  certain  — 
against  other  Division  I  institutions  m  those  “  nt 

classified  as  Division  I.  The  minimum  required  would  be  100  percent 
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of  the  contests  used  to  meet  the  minimum  numbers  in  Bylaw  20.9.3.3. 
Then,  at  least  50  percent  of  the  institution’s  contests  count  in  that 
sport  beyond  the  minimum. 

I  think  that  is  easier  to  understand  by  looking  at  the  first  sport  as 
an  example.  In  baseball,  an  institution  must  play  27  contests  to  count 
that  sport  toward  Division  I  criteria.  Under  this  legislation,  all  27  of 
those  contests  would  have  to  be  against  Division  I  opponents.  Of  the 
rest  of  the  institution’s  baseball  contests— nearly  all  of  us,  of  course, 
play  more  than  27  games— at  least  half  of  those  other  games  would 
have  to  be  against  Division  1  opponents.  So,  if  we  played  45  games,  36 
would  be  against  Division  I — the  required  27  plus  9,  or  half  of  the 
other  18.  That  doesn’t  seem  like  a  very  different  request  in  light  of  the 
Division  I  philosophy  of  scheduling  contests  primarily  with  other 
Division  I  members. 

Further,  the  phase-in  for  this  requirement  is  not  until  1993-94.  This 
proposal  is  endorsed  by  the  NCAA  Council  as  well  as  the  Presidents 
Commission. 

Richard  J.  Ensor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference):  On 
behalf  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Conference,  I  withdraw  Amendment-to- 
amendment  No.  44-1  and  move  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  44-2. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the 
committee,  I  wish  to  address  the  broad  issues  and  oppose  the 
amendment-to-amendment  before  us.  I  do  so  because  restructuring  of 
Division  I  was  one  of  the  key  charges  to  this  committee  2V2  years  ago, 
and  restructuring  was  identified  by  the  Presidents  Commission  at 
the  National  Forum  as  one  of  the  key  issues  before  the  Association.  A 
17-member  committee  has  worked  for  this  2V^  years,  conducted  seven 
in-person  meetings  and  has  repeatedly  sought  the  membership’s 
input. 

Division  I  could  be  called  the  diverse  division  within  the  Association 
because  of  the  different  types  of  institutions  that  are  in  its  346 
members.  We  found  in  our  research  that  many  members  of  the 
division  were  not  awarding  grants-in-aid,  were  not  scheduling 
against  Division  I  members  and  were  sponsoring  track  as  three 
sports,  particularly  for  women.  Sixty-seven  such  institutions  were  not 
sponsoring  the  broad-based  programs  that  are  consistent  with  the 
Division  1  philosophy.  They  were  virtually  never  sending  individuals 
or  teams  to  Division  I  NCAA  championships.  Perhaps  their  student- 
athletes  might  find  competitive  opportunity  in  another  division. 

The  committee  considered  some  other  criteria  before  settling  on 
these.  If  it  had  gone  to  attendance  in  basketball  as  a  criterion,  as  we 
do  in  football  subdivisions,  and  had  settled  on  2,500  per  game,  100  of 
the  300  some  institutions  in  Division  I  would  not  have  met  that 
criterion.  At  1,500,  43  institutions,  some  very  prominent  Division  I 
institutions,  would  have  not  met  the  criterion. 

So  the  committee  elected  instead  to  select  these  three  criteria— 
financial  aid,  scheduling  and  sports  sponsorship— which  an  institu¬ 
tion  can  step  up  and  meet.  You  can  control,  you  can’t  force  the 
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attendance  in  your  arena,  but  you  can  make  decisions  if  you  wish  to 
stay  in  Division  I  to  meet  the  goals  that  we  are  setting.  They  have 
been  crafted  to  provide  flexibility  and  opportunity  for  the  institutions 
in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  ensure  opportunity  for  Division  I  student- 

I  urge  your  support  of  these  proposals  and  rejection  of  the  weakening 
through  this  amendment-to-amendment. 

Susan  A.  Collins  (George  Mason  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
NCAA  Council,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  Proposal  No.  44-2.  No.  44-2  would 
permit  an  institution  to  meet  this  minimum  scheduling  requirement 
with  relatively  low  numbers  of  contests  against  Division  I  opponents. 
In  the  baseball  example  given  earlier,  an  institution  pla3dng  only  the 
minimum  27  baseball  games  could  get  by  with  only  21  of  them 
against  Division  I  opponents.  If  you  were  playing  45  baseball  games 
under  No.  44-2,  only  30  of  them  would  have  to  be  against  Division  I 
opponents.  Those  are  numbers  of  contests  that  do  not  constitute 
playing  primarily  a  Division  I  schedule  as  it  is  stated  in  our  Division 
I  philosophy.  The  Council  urges  the  defeat  of  No.  44-2. 

William  McConville  (Siena  College):  I  am  speaking  in  behalf  of 
the  amendment  and  other  colleges  that  constitute  the  Metro  Atlantic 
Athletic  Conference,  none  of  which,  as  far  as  I  can  determine,  have 
recently  come  to  Division  I  with  the  desire  for  the  proverbial  pot  of 
gold  that  tournaments  can  bring.  We  seem  to  have  been  characterized 
along  those  lines. 

For  many  of  us,  it  is  at  this  point  where  the  admirable  reform 
agenda  that  the  Commission  has  put  forward  with  its  emphasis  on 
cost  reduction  and  attention  to  time  constraints  on  athletes  seems  to 
conflict  with  the  restructuring  proposal.  Many  of  us  come  from 
schools  that  are  not  geographically  suited  for  this. 

The  proposal  we  are  offering  permits  75  percent  of  Division  I  play 
while  giving  due  attention  to  travel  costs,  students’  time  away  from 
studies  and  the  number  of  traditional  rivalries  that  have  been  part 
and  parcel  of  our  institutions  over  the  years.  So,  it  seenis  to  me  that 
the  amendment  wc  are  offering  is  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the 
reform  agenda.  I  respectfully  ask  that  the  assembly  judge  it  similarly. 
[Proposal  No.  44-2  (Page  A-95)  was  defeated  by  Division  I,  132- 
194,  two  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Michael  T.  Christy  (Iona  College):  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
this  is  billed  as  a  cost-cutting  Convention.  I  question  the  costs  that 
will  be  associated  with  these  standard  Division  I  requirements  and 
the  travel  time  for  100-percent  scheduling  of  Division  I  opponents.  In 
addition,  I  think  you  have  to  take  into  account  problems  that  will  be 
faced  by  institutions  in  cold  weather  zones  that  attempt  to  schedule 
their  softball,  tennis,  and  baseball  contests  in  the  spring.  Given  the 
weather,  I  think  it  would  be  detrimental  to  these  institutions  to  offer 
schedules  where  accidents  could  occur.  I  urge  that  people  consider 
this  and  reject  Proposal  No.  44. 

James  Jarrett  (Old  Dominion  University):  The  concept  of  requir¬ 
ing  Division  I  members  to  compete  against  other  Division  I  members 
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is  sound.  Scheduling  requirements  outlined  in 
reasonable  and  apply  only  to  sporU  required  for  divisional  dassi  fica. 
tion.  These  requirements  ensure  appropriate  Division  I  competition 
along  with  needed  flexibility  to  play  traditional  rivals  in  other 

'‘‘S  M.'"Dem“ske&ius  College):  I  would  like  to,  speak 
aeainst  No.  44  as  being  inconsistent  with  the  cost-containment 
thrust  of  much  of  the  legislation  that  we  have  passed.  As  has  been 
pointed  out,  this  allows  a  lot  of  institutions  to  spend  a  lot  more  money 
in  travel  in  order  to  schedule  1 00  percent  Division  I  opponents  to  meet 

*^^1  also^wouW  fiJe^to  point  out  that  they  are  using  the  word  “reform” 
in  a  new  sense.  In  previous  Conventions,  reform  of  intercollegia  e 
athletics  meant  elimination  of  abuses  regarding  the  exp  oitation  of 
student-athletes,  the  fact  that  they  were  not  graduating  with  degrees, 

not  making  sufficient  academic  progress  and  so  forth. 

I  would  like  to  disassociate  the  word  “reform  from  the  restructunng 
that  is  being  attempted  at  this  Convention.  The  restructuring  of 
Division  I  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  exploitation  , 

and  doesn’t  solve  any  of  the  problems  with  the  image  of  the 
suggest  that  the  restructuring  that  is  being  proved  would  be  a  giam 
step  backward  after  we  have  taken  a  few  small  steps  forward  in  the 
area  of  cost  containment.  Since  No.  44  is  the  first  of  these  proposals, 

I  would  urge  its  defeat.  ^  „  ,  ,  * 

Ronald  D.  Stephenson  (Big  Sky  Conference);  I  ’[epresent  a 
conference  that  stretches  from  the  Canadian  border  to  the  Mexican 
border  with  schools  in  every  slate  in  between.  I  represent  a  conference 
that  deals  with  cold  weather  on  a  consistent  ongoing  basis  in  the 
spring.  I  don’t  think  this  is  unreasonable  scheduling  criteria.  We  can 
meet  it  in  the  Big  Sky  Conference.  If  we  can  meet  it  in  the  Big  Sky 
Conference.  I  don’t  think  that  a  school  located  in  any  part  of  the 
country,  if  it  is  committed  to  a  Division  I  program,  cannot  meet  the 

same  kind  of  scheduling  criteria.  ..  r,--  7014119 

1  Proposal  No.  44  (Page  A-94)  was  adopted  by  Division  1, 214-1 1 2, 
roll-call  vote.] 

Sports  Sponsorship— Division  i  ,  •  f 

Bernard  F,  Sliger  (Florida  State  University):  I  move  adoption  ot 
Proposal  No.  45. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  .  1  n-  •  •  t 

This  is  the  second  of  the  proposed  changes  in  the  Division  1 
membership  criteria  proposed  by  the  Special  Committ^  to  I^^iew 
the  NCAA  Membership  Structure  sponsored  by  the  Council  and 
supported  by  the  Presidents  Commission.  Most  of  the  same  rationale 
applies  as  was  stated  in  regard  to  Proposal  No.  44.  These  are 
attempts  to  ensure  more  comparable  athletics  programs  and  commit¬ 
ments  to  those  programs  among  the  Division  I  members. 

Currently.  Division  I-A  members  must  sponsor  at  least  sewn  sjwrts 
for  men  and  seven  sports  for  women.  Although  most  of  the  Division  1 
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members  sponsor  more  than  that,  all  other  Division  I  members 
currently  need  only  six  for  men  and  six  for  women  in  Division  1.  It 
seems  equitable  to  at  least  require  all  Division  I  members  to  sponsor 
the  same  number  of  sports  as  a  minimurn.  .  j  j 

This  proposal  also  will  eliminate  the  double  count  for  indoor  and 
outdoor  track  by  requiring  all  Division  I  members  to  count  indoor  and 
outdoor  track  as  one  sport.  If  we  are  going  to  have  any  homogeneity 
in  Division  I,  sponsoring  the  same  number  of  sports  and  broad-based 
program  is  a  logical  starting  point.  We  urge  your  approval  of  this 

Graham  (Southland  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors, 

I  move  adoption  of  Amend ment-to-amendment  45-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Football  is  a  unique  sport.  In  no  other  sport  is  there  such  a 
commitment  in  financial  aid  grants,  coaching  staff,  recruiting, 
equipment  and  facilities.  According  to  the  NCAAs  Rei^rt  No.  7  of 
The  Sports  and  Recreational  Programs  of  the  Nation’s  Universities 
and  Colleges,  35  percent  of  all  student-athletes  at  Divisions  1-A  and 
I-AA  institutions  compete  in  football.  No  other  sport  is  close  to  that 
figure.  On  the  average,  more  than  110  student-athletes  participate  in 
football  at  Division  I  institutions,  more  than  twice  its  nearest 
Football  is  indeed  unique.  No  other  sport  allows  even  30  percent  ot  the 
grants  offered  by  the  Division  I-A  football  program  and  no  more  than 
22  percent  of  grants  offered  by  a  Division  I-AA  football  prograrn. 

Yet,  by  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  45  unamended,  an  institution 
could  be  considered  a  Division  I  member  by  sponsoring  seven  men  s 
sports  that  conceivably  could  have  a  total  maximurn  limit  01  51 
scholarships.  Yet,  an  institution  that  sponsors  football  would  have 
cither  70  or  95  invested  in  that  sport  alone,  not  to  mention  the  grants 
in  the  other  six  required  sports.  Obviously,  the  decision  to  compete  in 
Division  I  football  shows  a  commitment  to  a  broad-based  program. 

One  other  very  important  point  that  Amendment-to-amendment 
No.  45-1  will  address.  Any  institution  that  sponsors  football  will  have 
a  disproportionate  ratio  of  male  to  female  student-athletes,  because 
there  is  no  other  women’s  sport,  or  for  that  matter,  any  other  men  s 
sport  that  can  account  for  as  many  student-athletes  as  football. 
Amendment  No.  45-1  leaves  intact  the  seven  sports  requirement  for 
women  If  a  Division  I  institution  with  football  is  only  required  to 
sponsor  six  sports  but  still  must  have  seven  women’s  sports  then 
there  would  be  a  lower  male-to-female  student- athlete  ratio  than  it 
that  institution  had  to  also  sponsor  seven  men’s  sports. 

I  would  call  to  your  attention  that  the  Presidents  Commission  has 
not  taken  a  position  in  opposition  to  No.  45-1 .  Recognizing  the  special 
commitment  required  to  sjxinsor  football,  and  in  order  to  provide  an 
enhanced  opportunity  for  female  student- athletes  to  compete  in  a 
proiwrtionate  ratio  to  the  opportunity  for  male  student-athletes,  I 
urge  that  you  support  Aroendment-to-amendment  No.  45-1. 

R.  Daniel  Beebe  (Ohio  Valley  Conference);  The  Ohio  Valley 
Conference  cosponsored  this  amendment-to-amendment.  I  want  to 
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u  if  thp  restructuring  proposals  are  adopted  without 

^'’KarfWort  (North  Carolina  A&T  State  University):  Mr. 
ch“  Pr^ai  No,  45  should  be  amended.  The  language  forjo^- 

modating  same  m  *'iio^s  DMsion  I  institutions  with 

Prink  (Southwestern  Athletic  inference):  I  urge  the 

Part  B  was  made  null  and  void  by  passage  of  Proposal  No.  45, 

Fr'^nat X.  Rienzo  (Georgetown  Univermiy):  I -^«he  " 
that  we  vote  on  Item  A  separate  from  Item  B  of  Proposal  jno. 

1^1;:  Zti:  on  parts  A  and  B  of  Pro,x«al  No. 

Mf SriZve'no  intention  o^ryi^  ^ 

iu^r  ♦  fim’za  that  the  restructuring  committee  has  attempted  to 
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Track  and  field  is  the  oldest  sport  in  western  civilization.  For  this 
body  to  take  this  action  would  destroy  track  and  field.  As  I  indicated 
earlier,  many  of  us  have  teams  of  over  40,  and  I  think  it  should  remain 
counted.  If  the  Council  would  like  to  come  back  to  next  year’s 
Convention  and  raise  Part  A  to  eight,  so  be  it.  I  don  t  think  we  should 
restructure  it  by  killing  indoor  track.  v  ,  .  ,  i 

David  B.  Wagner  (Georgia  Southern  University);  I  wish  to  speak 
in  opposition  of  No.  45  and  all  other  restructuring  issues.  Restructur¬ 
ing  is  not  an  athletics  reform  issue.  It  was  not  a  topic  of  the  recent 
National  Forum  on  athletics  reforms.  Of  course,  it  is  not  cost 
containment,  but  requires  additional  minimal  costs.  It  is  not  a 
reduction  of  playing  seasons  or  practice  times,  which  could  reduce 
participation  opportunities. 

Point  No.  2,  those  who  are  affected  by  this  legislation  most  the 
Divisions  I- A  A  and  I-AAA  presidents— make  a  much  greater  com¬ 
mitment  of  institutional  funds  for  the  support  of  intercollegiate 
athletics  than  their  colleagues  in  Division  I-A.  Using  information 
derived  from  the  Analysis  of  Revenues  and  Expenses  of  Intercolle^te 
Athletics,  1989  report,  the  Divisions  I-A  A  and  I-AAA  institutions 
fund  athletics  from  internally  generated  funds  at  a  level  38  percent 
higher  than  Division  I-A  institutions.  ,  i  •  •.! 

We  heard  Dick  Schultz  speak  that  we  must  fund  athletics  with 
institutional  support.  Divisions  I-AA  and  I-AAA  presidents  have 
made  that  commitment.  These  same  presidents,  if  these  issues  are 
passed,  will  have  even  greater  pressure  to  perform. 

It  is  time  that  the  NCAA  membership  stands  behind  the  Divisions 
I-AA  and  I-AAA  presidents.  They  are  the  heart  and  soul  of  the 
majority  of  Division  I  athletics  programs.  Do  not  ask  them  to  do 

Point  No.  3,  in  the  Division  I  philosophy  statement,  bection  D 
states;  “We  believe  in  offering  extensive  opportunities  for  participation 
in  varsity  intercollegiate  athletics  for  both  men  and  women. 
Divisions  I-AA  and  I-AAA  institutions  provide  extensively  more 
opportunities  for  participation  in  varsity  intercollegiate  athletics 
than  I-A  counterparts,  if  it  relates  to  the  number  of  athletics 

opportunities  per  student.  ,  „ 

As  an  example,  if  the  top  four  Division  I-A  football  conferences  in 
this  Association  were  to  have  as  many  sport  opportunities  per  student 
as  the  Southern  Conference  or  Big  Sky  Conference,  they  would  need 
to  support  48  varsity  sports.  To  compare  with  the  opportunities  per 
student  available  in  the  Southwestern  Athletic  Conference  or  Mid- 
Eastern  Athletic  Conference,  they  would  have  to  support  58  varsity 
sports.  To  compare  with  the  opportunities  per  student  in  The  Ivy 
League,  they  would  need  to  sponsor  143  varsity  sports. 

The  Divisions  I-AA  and  I-AAA  institutional  presidents  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  broad-based  opportunities  for  students.  Don’t  ask  them  to 
add  another  opportunity. 

Point  No.  4,  and  this  is  important,  the  additional  requirements  to 
be  a  Division  I  member  will  not  sufficiently  reduce  the  membership 
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in  Division  I  schools  because  of  the  financial  value  of  marketing 

"‘Everthough  it  is  refuted  that  this  is  a  move  to  reduce  the  number 
nf  nwon  I  schools,  many  would  like  just  that  to  happen.  If  that 
haonened  the  revenue  distribution  would  be  shared  by  fewer. 
everAh  it  IS  the  hallmark  of  higher  education,  would  be  reduced 

^DiSfl  The  voting  power  mightevenswjtcht^^^^^^^^ 

it  could  better  determine  its  own  destiny,  which  I  think  it  needs 
“‘’Lai^  additional  requirements  will  not  reduce  the  members  of 

DivisionUecauseorth^rmancialvalueofmarketmgDivm^^^ 

me  again  refer  to  the  1989  Analysis  of  Revenues  and  Expenses 

iS‘l"aTM1^rA  SiS 

whodominaiej^hemedmop^rt^fep^^^^^^^^^ 

ask  you  to  understand  this  marketing  reahty.  It  is  Jl 

flower  Khelon  Division  I  institution  will  opt  to  move  to  Division  11 
toe  Slfifduction  in  revenue  .will  exceed  tl^  expen^  sav  ng. 

If  vou  review  our  present  situation,  revenue  h'Stnbution  wnicn  jou 

S  teifs  win  helpfh^irf  "echlon  DivU^^^ 

nosition  bv  voting  against  the  restructuring  issues.  No.  2,  Divis^s 
EAATnd  I  AAA  presidents  are  the  heart  and  soul  of  the  support 
hSiinrtL  large  majority  of  Division  1  athletics  programs.  Do  not 

%homt  &  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  With  all  due  respect 
to  Mr.  Wagner,  there  was  ‘"heed  h^J®" 

XCt-LXqrnSress  on  the  subject  of  restructuring  at 
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that  time. 

The  reason  the  committee  is  recommending  14  sports  is  that  most 
Division  I  members  on  an  average  opt  for  IVVa.  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
half  is.  That  is  how  many  sports  are  offered  in  Division  I.  And  I  don’t 
know  that  I  can  defend  western  civilization  with  Frank,  but  I  want 
you  to  remember  that  there  are  only  eight  Division  I  institutions  that 
are  double  counting  track— indoor  and  outdoor  track— to  qualify 
under  the  current  legislation;  and  there  are  67  that  are  doing  that  for 
women’s  sports.  1  don’t  think  that  is  equitable. 

Eugene  M.  Hughes  (Northern  Arizona  University):  Northern 
Arizona  University  is  one  of  those  eight  institutions.  Earlier  you 
heard  from  our  commissioner  that  we  are  very  fortunate  to  live  in  the 
mountain  west  where  we  have  a  lot  of  cactus,  pine  trees,  lakes, 
mountains  and  great  distances  to  travel. 

When  we  made  a  commitment  to  Division  I-AA,  we  made  a 
commitment  in  travel  that  very  few  of  the  people  in  this  room  make, 
other  than  some  of  our  colleagues  in  the  Pacific- 10  and  a  few  other 
conferences  with  great  distances  to  go.  Our  nearest  conference 
competitor  is  540  miles  from  Flagstaff,  so  you  know  we  make  a 
commitment  when  we  talk  about  this  geographical  territory  that  we 
serve. 

Earlier  this  morning  in  the  Division  I-AA  meeting,  we  heard  that 
this  move  could  be  the  beginning  of  the  demise  of  indoor  track.  It  j'ust 
happens  that  our  conference  has  made  a  commitment  to  indoor  track, 
one  that  we  think  is  very  important.  We  think  it  is  important  that  in 
order  to  maintain  the  uniqueness  of  the  institutions  in  the  NCAA 
that  we  should  be  allowed  to  continue  to  count  those  two  sports.  And 
in  order  to  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  cost  reductions  that  we  not  be 
required  to  count  one  fewer  and  then  add  anywhere  from  two  to  four 
additional  sports  with  the  staff  and  cost  associated  with  that  for  the 
future. 

Samuel  H.  Magill  [Monmouth  College  (New  Jersey)]:  I  do  not 
oppose  the  intent  of  Proposal  No.  45  or  indeed  No.  46  in  principle.  But 
it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  timing  of  these  initiatives  comes  at  a  most 
inopportune  time  for  many  institutions,  whether  they  are  large  public 
institutions  or  smaller  independents. 

That  is  because  of  the  severe  economic  conditions  throughout  this 
country  where  we  are  forced  to  cut  back  very  sharply  on  our  primary 
obligations  of  academic  programming.  If  we  are  expected  at  the  same 
time  to  turn  around  and  increase  our  expenditures  in  athletics,  I 
think  that  it  poses  a  most  disturbing  paradox.  At  the  same  time,  the 
lack  of  more  equitable  distribution  of  revenues  from  the  Association’s 
basketball  receipts  doesn’t  provide  much  support. 

So  I  am  forced  at  this  time  to  oppose  on  the  grounds  of  the  economic 
impact  at  this  particular  juncture  in  our  history,  not  because  of  the 
opposition  in  principle.  So,  I  am  going  to  vote  against  No.  45  and  I 
urge  others  to  do  likewise. 

Very  Rev.  Brian  J.  O’Connell  (Niagara  University):  I  would 
like  to  state  my  reasons  for  disagreeing  with  this  proposal.  I  question 
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the  philosophy  »t>"“®®7|,,5a*sTthi8Time^  think  the  question 
the  basis  ot  I"""!*’®”.  and  ears  of  the  media  around  us  is 

fadng  Division  the  eyes 


even 

could  be  affected  by  '‘'^VTmembkrs'rn  bVvision  1. 

includes  some  this  may  roll  over  into  other  areas, 

In  addition  to  cost  containment,  this  may^^^  sports  required  to 

such  as  .  i®  „|gQ  affects  the  flexibility  of  institutions, 

maintain  automatic  '>7-  .  ,  upgrade  some  of  the  minor  sports, 

iut” tWsl^SSrwould  Lke  that  flexibility  harder  to  attain  if 
dollars  have  to  be  are  not  being  affected  by 

th‘rmTS"rto''^sWer  th^  philosophy  this  proposal 

't^SanlelBeebeMeyCon^^^^^ 

conference  is  to  indoor  and  outdoor  track.  However, 

Mr.  Hansen  spoke  of g”  i  No.46- A  also  must  be  reviewed. 

when  considering  No.  45-B  Pro^sai  .  turing  in  indoor  and 

No.  46-A  will  protect  the  ®Vto  S  70  percent  of  the 

outdoor  track  by  requiring  ins  1  pg^oent  for  other  sports.  The 

maximum  grants  Jn  ^ork  against  the  restructunng 

women's  indoor  and  "“‘^“‘^ijships  is  passed  if  they  choose  to 

10.08  if  the  proposal  ,  swrts.  If  No.  45-B  is  adopted. 

tonimber  of  ^olarships  by  three,  bor  that 

reason,  I  ilUnois  University  at  Carbondale): 

Charlotte  West  (Souther  .  snorts  in  Division  I  was  9.5. 

Last  year,  the  ^as  7  9^^^ 

The  average  average  for  Division  I  was  ITVa  sports. 

Hansen  just  indicated,  the  average  lor 

This  proposal  calls  for  only  14.  14  or  more.  In  fact,  this 

Most  Division  I  members  ®J5®  majority,  and  usually  the 

?ral"&Sa^dS"-based  program.  I  urge  your  support 
of  Proposal  No.  45.  restrict  your  comments  to 

n  ”  in"on  a'Stt  hi  repetitious  of  what  has  been  before  us. 


Mark  T.  Young  (Yale  University):  I  am  chair  of  the  men’s  and 
women’s  track  and  cross  country  association.  I  want  to  speak  to 

^Fwould  like  to  preface  my  remarks  on  Item  45  by  stating  I  am  more 
concerned  and  disappointed  that  no  meaningful  effort  was  made  to 
elicit  a  reaction  from  our  sports  committee  as  to  the  potential  impact 
on  our  sports  of  any  of  the  legislative  proposals  before  »ody^ 
chair  of  the  committee  that  represents  six  of  the  34  division  s^rts  for 
which  the  NCAA  sponsors  and  that  represents  the  sport  that  has  by 
far  the  largest  number  of  women  athletes— that  being  outdoor  track 
in  Division  l-I  find  this  lack  of  effort  inexcusable 

As  we  go  ahead  with  the  fine-tuning  process  that  we  heard  about 
earlier,  I  would  hope  that  with  respect  to  both  our  committee  and 
other  sport  committees  that  that  would  not  happen  apm 

With  respect  to  indoor  track,  I  point  out  that  in  addition  to  what  Mr. 
Rienzo  indicated  earlier,  last  year  over  8,000  men  from  213  iMtitutions 
participated,  and  over  5,000  women  from  206  institutions  participated. 
To  do  away  with  indoor  track,  irrespective  of  the  comments  made 
about  the  grants-in-aid,  I  think  is  doing  a  disservice  to  all  these  men 

and  women  who  participated  in  those  s^rts.  .  . 

Peter  Likins  (Lehigh  University):  I  have  no  point  of  advocacy, 
just  a  question.  I  think  that  it  might  be  helpful  to  clanfy  the  answer 
to  the  question  if  we  have  to  consider  this  throughout  the  season. 

In  No.  45-A,  we  are  considering  an  amendment  of  Bylaw  2U.».3  in 
the  Manual.  The  footnote  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  gives  reference  to 
Bylaw  20.9.6.1  for  additional  sports  sponsorship  requirements  tor 
Division  I.  When  you  turn  to  Bylaw  20.9.6,  it  again,  in  the  t^t  of  the 
Manual,  speaks  of  additional  requirements  listed  below.  We  have  just 
amended  in  our  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  45-1-B,  we  have 
amended  Bylaw  24.9.6  in  such  a  way  it  is  no  longer  an  additional 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  technical  problem.  I  would  hke  to  be 
reassured  that  is  not  a  problem.  Perhaps  you  would  like  time  to  think 

^^Mr.  Skelton:  There  is  a  problem,  yes.  We  think  it  would  be 
appropriate  for  us  to  consider  that  and  have  an  answer  to  you  in  the 
morning.  Without  repeating  all  of  the  comments,  we  will  vote  on  this 
issue  the  first  thing  in  the  morning.  We  are  recessed  aUhis  time. 
[The  Division  I  business  session  was  recessed  at  5:4U  p.m.j 

Wednesday  Morning,  January  9, 1991 

The  Division  I  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8:15  a.m., 
with  B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS  ,  ,  .  ,  v  *  , 

Mr.  Skelton:  Will  the  delegates  please  take  their  seats.  Yesterday 
when  we  recessed  our  session  we  had  finished  the  debate,  I  think,  on 
Proposal  No.  45.  We  were  ready  to  vote.  I  was  going  to  inform  you  that 
when  we  vote,  if  No.  45-A  passes.  No.  45-1-B  becomes  null  and  void. 
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resource  base  for  its  concern  for  supporting  No. 

our  weather  situation  Jfeeltheon^ 

45-B  might  be  the  ^  a  Division  Uevel  to  the  financial 

SSSS  dlbk  counting  our  scholarships  in  these 

‘Trnlly.urge  the  deletes. _j.easer^^^^^^^ 

which  specifically  IS  desi^  addresses  the  concern  of 

?rU^g'’?S:  WTnL? 3  frach  and  field.  1  helieve 

passing  No.  46  notion -although  the 

I  also  appeal  to  you  tended  for  addressing  the  equity 

membership  committee  women-that  diminishing 

issue  and  its  concern  for  Pl^  ,  »  ,  j  somehow  enhance  women 
opportunities  in  indoor  track  ®  .,  .  ,  qoo  the  financial  aid  concerns 

alWetics.  1  would  much  P'-«f”if''jS‘^tby?equiring  that  those 
need  addressing,  that  we  j  onSior  track  and  field  for 

institutions thats^nsoredhoAind  ^  3„y 

women  must  sponsor  eight  s^rts.  .  ^  ^  sponsoring 

"‘"ijibert  M.  Sweazy  (Texas  Tech  University):  I  move  that  we 
re^er  Pro"  sal  A  and  B  of  Amendment  No.  45. 

1?!::  rr^d^ProJosal  A  and  B  of  Amendment  No.  45 

was  approved]  (University  of  Iowa):  There  appears  to  be 

aoS“e— roJ  SinterprUon.  1  would  like  to  present 

what  I  perceive  to  *><= ‘I)' ities  in  Division  I  may  all  elect  to 

l.The  current  number  o  unwersme^^^  ^ 

remain  in  Division  ^-^  a  t.^  gvvill  be  in  the  new  division  that 

member  institution.  But  the  dift  j^gl-  ^  commitment 

the  members  will  have  much  mo  embracing  again  the 

rceS'of  brS;tsedTrating  sports  and,  additionally,  commit- 

TEry“e“d?vSw»^^^^ 

because  it  makes  no  ®  ®  concept  by  any  means.  Right 

in  the  ^me  division.  This  «  no  eommitted  in  Division  1  to 

rising  “height  for  ’men  and  eight  for  women.  The  recom- 
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mendalion  today  is  only  for  14  sports.  wr/^  *  .  .  ,  , 

3.  The  committee  made  up  of  all  the  interests  of  the  NCAA  includes 
strong  representatives  from  Divisions  I-A,  1-AA  and  I-AAA.  The 
committee  carefully  researched  all  the  facts  over  a  2V2  year  period 
and  one  fact  is  that  the  vast  majority  of  Division  I  members  already 
offer  more  than  1 4  sports;  l7'/2  has  been  cited. 

4.  Another  fact  is  that  no  one  has  ever  suggested  dropping  indoor 
track  and  field.  It  is  misleading  to  imply  that  this  sport  will 
disappear.  It  is  not  because  it  is  already  so  well  established. 

6.  On  the  faculty,  let  me  reiterate  that  it  is  an  important  fact,  and  on 
this  fact  1  disagree  with  my  friend  Kaye  Hart.  Sixty  seven  institutions 
concentrated  in  the  field  of  two  sports  meet  the  minimum  sports 
requirements.  Sixty-six  of  the  67  have  to  view  the  double  count,  not  for 
the  men’s  program,  but  for  the  women’s  program.  I  think  that  to  field 
one  sport  is  obviously  what  helps  to  decrease  the  disparity  in 
operating  for  men  and  women.  We  are  committed  to  that  concept. 

I  urge  you  to  support  Proposal  No.  45.  The  facts  have  been  well 
researched.  The  concepts  are  very  well  debated  by  the  committee, 
and  the  proposals,  1  believe,  set  reasonable  requirements  for  the  most 
broadly-based  program  for  the  overall  commitment  to  our  sports.  In 
colleges  and  universities  we  should  have  a  program  that  is  education¬ 
ally  sound  and  one  that  clearly  articulates  and  also  demonstrates. 

Finally,  this  legislation  does  not  take  effect  until  1994.  Yesterday 
Dick  Schultz  recommended  that  the  university  should  remove  from 
Division  1  athletics  programs  the  necessity  to  raise  every  single 
dollar  of  our  budget.  This  is  an  educationally  sound  suggestion.  But  if 
we  are  to  solve  this  problem  in  the  next  few  years,  we  must  first  be 
willing  to  cut  every  ounce  of  fat  and  excess  of  our  burgeoning  budgets 
for  Division  I.  We  all  know  that  fat  and  excess  do  exist. 

Between  now  and  1994,  let’s  make  the  necessary  cuts  and  put  that 
money  where  it  really  belongs,  offering  participational  opportunities 
for  our  male  and  female  student- athletes.  That,  after  all,  is  the  basic 
philosophical  tenet  for  our  entire  Association. 

Samuel  H.  Magill  [Monmouth  College  (New  Jersey)]:  Yesterday  I 
spoke  on  the  economic  issues  of  this  proposition.  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention  one  other  matter  that  was  raised  by  the  spokesman 
from  (Georgia  Southern,  namely,  the  issue  of  proportion  as  relating  to 
the  size  of  the  institution. 

An  institution  of  3,000  or  4,000  students  sponsoring  the  current 
mandated  number  of  sports  is  doing  as  much  to  provide  a  broad-based 
program  as  an  institution  with  30,000  or  40,000  students.  I  submit  to 
you  that  we  must  not  forget  the  question  of  proportion  in  considering 
this  matter  and  that  until  economic  conditions  and  the  distribution  of 
revenues  improve,  we  should  not  move  to  increase  the  number  of 
sports  mandated  for  the  institutions.  •  • 

I  Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  45  (Page  A-96)  was  approved  by  Division 
I,  180-147,  one  abstention.  Part  B  was  defeated  by  Division  I, 
l’41-183,  three  abstentions.  Part  C  was  moot  due  to  passage  of 
No.  45'A,  roll-call  votes-l 
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Eugene  F.  Corrigan  wotW  Uke  to  move  to 

No.  40  to  immediately  follow 

Proposal  No.  46.  a  A^  /> 

[The  motion  was  secon  ®  ^  ,  No  40  for  consideration  after 

[The  motion  to  reorder  Propos 
Proposal  No.  46  was  approved.] 

MembereWpB^uitemenU-DwIs  ^ 

to  move 

Fred  Jacoby  (Southwest  Conference), 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  46 

[The  motion  was  three  alternative  minimum 

Proposal  46  is  ?  Division  I  membership.  I  emphasize 

financial  aid  requireme  -  rn^g  Special  Committee  to  Beview 
that  there  are  three  f'.“Sr  'r?aretos  recommended  this  legislation 
the  NCAA  Membership  j  institutions  should  award 

to  the  Council  f"!* ^ that  demonstrates  a  reasonaWe 
?:,^;mHL*n?ra  br^Ld-b^ed  athletics  program  consistent  with  the 

“^IXJious’iTtetSivestake^ 

with  the  private  institutions  the  alternatives 

on  different  sports  at  of  equity  between  financial  aid 

commitments  for  men’s  .®"^,”™"o  ”  loj'^cifically  exempts  instilu 

In  addition,  the  committe  P  Po  P  j  f^ooi  the 

tions  that  do  not  award  alMetKS  relat  members  of  the  special 
minimum  aid  requirements  could  be  more 

committee  felt  that  t  provisions  of  the  proposed 

be  u^sed  fi,  meet  the  minimum 

"The  Council  is  “"ojEcrard  is  ^efincras  unearned 

ability.  ,  ,  a  mendment-to-arnendment  No.  46-2, 

It  also  should  be  ^  ^des  a  limited  exception  to  this 

sponsored  by  the  Coun  .  P  i  Division  I  that  may  be 

requirement  for  financial  aid  criteria  because  of  the 

unable  to  meet  the  ,  ideation  of  those  institutions  that 

historic  mission  or  financial  need  that  cannot 

have  attracted  students  w’th  limited  financial  resources,  thereby 
be  met  by  these  ms  i  ^  j  Federal  financial  aid  assistance, 
requiring  higher  than  has  studied  this  issue  very 

V  membership  ^STreUef  opportunity  has  been 

carefully  and  is  satisfie  provide  a  means  by  which  to 

"nimul  iSul  ^id  crherla  of  those  institutions 
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that  arc  generally  recognized  as  not  having  made  an  overall  commit- 

"^Proposal  No.  46  carries  a  September  1, 1994, 

means  that  compliance  is  first  required  during  the  1993-94  academic 

year.  On  behalf  of  the  special  committee  and  the  Council,  I  urge  your 

J.*'Ei5^or^'(Metro  Atlantic  Athletic 
Chair,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  4b-3. 
[The  motion  was  seconded.]  i-  .u  4 

We  are  proposing  this  amendment  because  we  believe  that  witho 
it  we  will  have  two  very  different  definitions  of  athletically  related 
aid.  It  is  our  understanding  that  countable  aid 
throughout  Division  I  while  doing  our  squad  list  aid.  '''^®  ^  f^®**®^® 
that  is  the  correct  definition  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  No.  46. 

Carl  F  Ullrich  (Patriot  League):  Just  to  reinforce  commissioner 
Ensor’s  comments  on  No.  46-3,  we  do  use  countable  aid  in  our  squad 
list  We  like  to  measure  our  commitment  to  young  people  m  the  area 
of  financial  aid  by  their  countable  aid  definition.  It  seems  important 
that  we  continue  to  use  countable  aid  as  we  make  this  great 
commitment  here  and  make  this  decision.  So,  I  urge  your  support  ot 

'^Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific- 10  Conference):  I  urge  the  defeat  of 
this  proposal  and  call  the  delegates’  attention  ^6-4  the 

amendment  on  the  sheets.  Proposal  46^4  shou  d  be  ® 

would  properly  define  the  aid  that  should  be  countable  and  and  should 
be  creditable  in  this  proposal.  Proposal  46-3  would  open  this  up  and 
clearly  goes  beyond  the  intent  of  the  committee  to  measure  the 

Thomas  R.  Peterson  (Seton  Hall  University):  I  hesitate  to 
speak  because  of  the  electrical  reaction  of  the  last  two  speakers^ 
Although  1  address  the  amendment,  my  comments  refer  to  the 

‘’T^thSmes  of  very  difficult  economic  conditions  when  financial 
aid  for  students  in  the  academic  areas  are  depressed,  1  think  we  have 
to  be  concerned  about  mandating  minimum  financial  aid  that  must 
be  given  for  athletics.  We  all  agree  that  success  in  athletics  is  part 

skill,  part  luck,  but  most  of  all,  part  time.  Ue„,iri  r»it 

Therefore,  it  would  be  my  contention  that  while  schools  should  put 
a  cap  on  the  maximum  amount  of  aid  that  can  be  given  since  the  aid 
to  athletics  frequently  comes  from  tuition,  that  it  should  be  a  decision 
made  by  the  individual  school  in  terms  of  its  own  conscience  and 

resources  what  that  minimum  aid  will  be.  . 

Mr  Ensor*  It  is  my  understanding,  through  discussion  with 
NCAA  staff  that  No.  46-4  is  just  a  clarification  of  the  language 
already  in  Proposal  46.  I  would  like  to  ask  for  a  ^int 
whether  or  not  No.  46-4  is  out  of  order  and  if  it  should  be  presented  as 

an  interpretation  and  not  as  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Skelton:  The  Chair  rules  after  advice  from  the  Parliamentar¬ 
ian  that  it  is  a  proper  amendment. 
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SSrctfwhkfSodweuse,butlwouldUketohaveonem 

‘•'SrS-Sr-wouldhavetwo^P^ 

ing  on  different  segments  of  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  Skelton:  You  already  have. 

criteria  to  be  meaningful,  that  they  stiOTiaD  committee’s 

and  defined  in  a  narrow  sense  In  focuses, 

original  wording  in  8/'^“  athlte  coSldb^ 

stated:  “Only  an  (,4-3.3  recommendations,  the  Council 

'’p?^SlaTNV46S^adrreT^^^^ 

-^l-fo^rN^Page  A-lOl)  was  approved  by  Division  1, 161. 

160,  four  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.]  ParhondaleV  I 

Charlotte  West  (Southern  Illinois  A  5  “ 

move  adoption  of  Amendment-to  amendment  No,  46.2. 

wKeSf  SSe  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership 

StSu"re‘"com&  it- initial 

concerning  the  various  a  number  of  current 

the  established 
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minimal  criteria  because  of  the  historic  mission  or  geographical 
location  of  those  institutions  that  had  traditionally  attracted  students 
with  substantial  financial  need  that  could  not  be  met  by  these 
institutions’  limited  financial  resources. 

The  special  committee  felt  that  such  institutions  should  be  granted 
some  relief  from  the  financial  aid  criteria  if  an  objective  standard 
could  be  determined  to  clearly  establish  that  these  institutions 
depended  on  higher  than  normal  amounts  of  Federal  financial 
assistance  to  meet  students’  needs. 

Using  the  information  available  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Education,  the  special  committee  determined  that  an  objective 
standard  could  be  based  on  the  average  per  student  allotment  of  the 
Pell  Grant  dollars  awarded  to  each  Division  I  institution  in  a  given 
year.  That  standard  has  been  incorporated  into  Proposal  46-2.  The 
figures  are  reported  each  year  to  the  Federal  government  and  are  not 
subject  to  manipulation. 

Based  on  the  figures  available  to  the  special  committee  and  in 
order  to  qualify  for  an  exception  last  year  had  this  proposal  been  in 
place,  an  institution’s  average  per  student  Pell  Grant  allotment  from 
the  Federal  government  would  have  had  to  be  about  $500.  This^  is  a 
substantial  amount  never  exceeded  by  a  small  number  of  Division  I 
institutions  during  the  year  studied  and  will  not  provide  an  easy 
means  by  which  to  circumvent  the  minimum  financial-aid  criteria. 

The  special  committee  thought  it  important  to  provide  institutions 
that  can  meet  the  standards  some  relief  from  the  minimum  financial- 
aid  criteria  established  under  the  conditions  of  Proposal  46.  Keep  in 
mind  that  this  opportunity  for  relief  applies  only  to  the  minimum 
financial-aid  criteria.  Qualifying  institutions  would  still  have  to  meet 
all  other  criteria  to  establish  Division  I  membership  consistent  with 
the  special  committee’s  recommendation. 

On  behalf  of  the  special  committee,  the  Presidents  Commission 
and  the  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  amendment. 

William  P.  Hytche  (University  of  Maryland,  Eastern  Shore):  I 
rise  in  support  of  Proposal  No.  46-2.  Many  institutions  in  our 
conference  would  not  be  able  to  survive  without  the  support  of  the- 
grant  aids  listed  in  Proposal  46-2. 1  think  this  Convention  has  done 
an  awful  lot  in  terms  of  cost  accountability,  cost  reduction  and  what 
have  you.  I  think  this  is  one  proposition  that  would  do  great  harm  to 
a  variety  of  our  institutions  in  Division  I.  We  urge  this  body  to 
approve  Proposal  No.  46-2. 

[Proposal  No.  46-2  (Page  A-101)  was  approved  by  Division  1, 282- 

40,  three  abstentions,  roll-call  vote.] 

Richard  J.  Ensor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference);  I  move 
adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  46-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  (Conference  has  proposed  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  requirement  in  Part  B  that  would  require  schools  to  have 
not  only  a  $250,000  commitment  for  men’s  and  women’s  sports  but 
also,  if  that  number  was  lower  than  19  full  grants,  they  would  have  to 
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™aUeaneven.a..«co— 

economic  times.  We  ‘>'^^®‘^t:rverantiprito  school.  We  ask 
language,  we  have  a  provision  that  is  very  am  p 

for  support  of  to  Conference);  The  committee  put 

in  the  19-grant  limit  „lj  „nly  have  to  award  13 

institutions  m  our  ^  proposal  was  eliminated.  That 

''”"^!rbe"^  fwto  onsurfclmi^^^  We  urge  the  Convention  to 
seems  to  be  too  tew  lo  i&u  q  y.*  requirement.  , , 

defeat  Nm  «  >„«"'* 'ToS^^nnHuSara  University):  I  would 

Very  Rev.  Brian  J.  O  t./  auestion  of  public  and 

just  like  to  expand  for  me  °  bottom  of  Page  93,  one  of  the 

private.  Under  Proiwsal  nc  £„ii  grants  in  men’s  and  25  full 

ways  of  fulfilling  this  is  o  ig  ^be  category  that  would  be 

grants  in  women  s  sports.  I  su  p  achieve  that  much  more 

Led  by  most  public  dollars. 

216,  four  abstentions,  roll-call  voe-J  college  that  is 

Michael  T.  Chr  sty  /g  ^3  b  ig 

absolutely  m  that  I  have  a  strong  commitment 

currently  constituted.  Yet  1  bv  about  10  percent  of  our 

to  Division  I  athletip.  We  are  p  _Qrts  and  five  percent  of  our 
athletes  who  participate Zr  athleuJ^program. 
operating  budget  m  sifPPP'i  Mtz  who  recogniz^  that  commitment, 

IwouldliketoquoteDjckScWte  wh^ecoCT  ^  ^  contribution  to 

s^nificant  deception  of  to 

Convention  how  it  is  treating  t  ese  ^  institutional  athletics 

I  believe  the  primary  issue  J^ended  and  that  are  using 
programs  that  ^nd  j  ^  „un,ber  of  institutions  to  help 

restructuring  division  I-A  schools. 

get  more  revenue  distribution  for  D  j  ^  ^  jtb  No.  46  that  are 

Sbelievethereareanumb«^^^^^^^ 

not  immediately  apparent.  First  ^  similar  proportionate 

[;irsVm"zrrdjpe^ 

will  be  $500,000  for  a  large  numb«  rfmstotio  ^ 
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Division  I  institutions  for  scheduling  purposes,  will  find  them  in 
some  difficulty.  The  proper  way  to  approach  these  issues  has  already 
been  addressed  through  scheduling  and  sports  si»nsorship  require¬ 
ments.  Institutions  now  have  outposts.  They  don  t  need  help  on  the 
input  side.  The  individual  institutions  can  determine  what  mP^ts  are 
needed  to  reach  the  desired  goals  that  have  been  mandated  by 

^  DwLfoV/ is  doing  quite  well  as  it  is.  I  think  that  the  billion-dollar 
contract  is  representative  of  that  fact.  It  needs  diversity,  it  needs 
excitement  that  comes  from  institutions  that  are  playing  high-level 
basketball  and  other  sports  against  traditional  lowers.  I  am  wormd 
about  the  degree  of  petitioning,  or  what  I  call  organization,  that 
would  occur  if  even  one  institution  is  forced  into  Division  I  because  ot 
this  regulation.  Institutions  may  be  forced  into  Division  I  because  ol 

the  high  cost.  ... 

And  likely  given  these  difficulties  many  institutions  are  expenenc- 
iiig  and  the  harder  economic  times  prevalent  throughout  the  countrj^ 
we  will  find  that  the  voting  power  of  Division  I  becomes  more  and 
more  concentrated  in  Division  I-A  schools.  I  think  that  will  be  to  the 
detriment  of  the  NCAA  as  a  whole  and  will  foster  even  more  public 
perception  that  quasiprofessional  sports  machines  are  being  the  rule 

ur^^hose  institutions  that  currently  qualify  for  Proposal  No.  46 
to  carefully  think  through  how  this  will  look  fire  or  six  years  from 
now  when  more  voting  power  is  concentrated  in  Division  I-A  institu¬ 
tions.  I  believe  we  are  entering  a  situation  in  which  we  will  all  stand 
together  or  will  be  hanged  one  by  one.  I  urge  ym  to  think  of  the  tuture, 
of  all  institutions  and  the  loss  of  any  Division  I  institutions  that 
Proposal  46  will  likely  cause.  I  hope  you  will  think  of  your  future  and 

of  the  other  institutions.  ij  n,.. 

Bro.  Thomas  Scanlan  (Manhattan  College):  I  would  like  to 
speak  against  this  for  three  reasons.  I  also  have  reservations  in 
terms  of  the  ultimate  rationale  of  the  committee,  but  that  is  not 
among  my  three  reasons.  The  three  reasons:  we  are  introducing  a 
new  concept  into  the  NCAA  membership,  this  is  problematic  and  it  is 

^*IUs^'new  concept  because  financial  criteria  has  been  introduced 
to  determine  membership  eligibility.  This  is  very  different  than  Nos. 
44  and  45,  because  no  matter  how  problematic  those 
members  who  do  not  need  it,  it  is  at  least  consistent  wth  NCAA 
criteria  of  establishing  academic  and  athletics  criteria  for  member¬ 
ship.  But  this  is  $500,000  or  out. 

I  sneak  here  as  president  of  Manhattan  College,  which  barely 
meets  Proposal  Nos.  44, 45  and  46  because  it  is  at  $500,000;  no  matter 
that  our  student-graduation  rate  is  over  80  percent,  no  matter  that  our 
women’s  basketball  team  was  in  the  NCAA,  no  matter  that  our  treck 
athletes  appear  every  year  at  the  nationals,  and  no  “Ow 

competitive  Manhattan  College  is  to  other  colleges,  it  is  $500,000  or 
out  This  is  the  NCAA,  not  the  NCFAA.  We  don  t  need  financial 
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is  that  IMS  'Vr“pBnl"ndpJ 
complexities  of  the  ^iollar  amount  and  a  number 

C  and  each  of  those  par  ,0  riivprse  nricing  formulas  of  higher 

amount.  Across  Amer^a  we  public,  between 

education.  The  and  Catholic,  between  well- 

large  and  small,  ^^twe  ^^^^.g^j^aty,asalwaysmadeestabhsh- 

endowed  and  tuition  "  . 

ing  a  minimum 

The  third  reason  is  this  act  IS  higher  education  m  our 

taken  care  of  in  entrusting  a  good  thing.  But  th.s 

overwhelming  support  of  •  ’•  t„j.jyate  tuition-driven  colleges 

continues  to  be  discriminatory  g  between  the 

because  several  of  us  are  caug  19  scholarships  wil 

cZe  m"6S!!!00."o,  it.is  not  half  a  million  dollars.  That 
unfortunately  is  going  to  ^eep  ^  airect  financial 

So  I  am  reflected  in  the  complexities  m  the 

^"Vdi^Satory.  I  ask  you  to  support  the 

the  word  commitment  a  grea  We  are  not  talking  about 

means  money.  It  IS  not  em  gjaent-athletes.  We  are  not  talking 

expanding  opi^rtunit  talking  about  equitable 

about  the  level  Playing  field^  money.  I  think  that  that  is  the 
scheduling.  We  are  ^a^g  ^  ^ith  several  options.  I 

i;;tcLrthetn;^lme  flikt  the  committee  spent  in  develop.ng 

program  to  some  a,eas,  Division  II  is  strong  and  in 

of  the  country  we  fnd  i"  “">«  Division  1  is  the 

some  areas  Division  D?  ,  ®’  j  j  ^  substantial  size.  I  think  we 

r^arrdisrssrssr^^^^^ 

of  getting  to  the  bef  ‘“H^Son  program,  it  leaves  us  with 

For  those  of  us  who  the  student.  That  seems 

three  options.  One  is  to  mcrea  The  second  is  to  drop  expensive 

toworkagainstthecostcon  Binm^t^es^on  ^ 

programs.  We  had  an  "uX^ping  football.  That  works 

partially  driven  by  No^  XStion  A  third  one  is  to  change 
against  opportunity  for  of  this.  But  in  this  area, 

divisions.  That  may  be  the  ultima  p  Obviously,  it  interacts 

1  think  the  NCAA  needs  ^bich  will  be  considered  later  and 

with  the  more  divisional  P^^^’ ^ant  to  keep  the  Divisions 
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T  think  there  is  one  other  area  that  needs  to  be  explored  more  fully. 

and  toUs  Xt  arc  the  options  in  the  division  if  division  change 

?  ThTS  the  intent.  To  cast  aside  a  number  of  member 

institutions  without  any  support,  without  any  S 

would  create  a  chaotic  situation  in  many  of  our  conferences.  1  th 
this  concept  has  been  inadequately  planned. 

T  iirfrp  that  this  proposal  be  rejected.  I  don  t  think  it  is  cosi 
containment  it  is  a  cost  increase  and  may  result  in  some  institutions 
diminishing  the  opportunity  for  Participation  rather  than 
it  1  think  it  has  potential  to  cause  damage  to  member  conierences 
and  member  institutions,  and  further  thought  needs  to  be  given  to  the 
option  if  it  is  to  bring  down  cost.  I  urge  your  rejection  of  this  pro^sal. 
^Edward  A.  Nicholson  (Robert  Morris  College);  I  want  to  echo  the 
sentiments  of  several  of  my  colleagues  and  speak  against  No  46 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  this  minimum 
requirement  will  provide  a  less  equitable  ePP^^a^  to  fmanc^ 
member  institutions.  There  is  no  question  in  my  rnind  that  it  JJ^wise 
Sis  time  to  put  more  of  a  burden  on  the  academic  enterprise.  It 

certainly  is  not  in  the  spirit  of  cost  cutting. 

I  have^heard  little  about  the  benefits  that  would  result  from  No.  46. 

T  think  that  the  benefits  are  a  loser,  ,  .  ,  *• 

One  thing  that  I  think  is  more  important  than  that  is  the  question 
of  public  confidence  in  the  NCAA.  I  think  public  confidence  in  the 
NC*AA  is  dwindling.  The  passage  of  No.  46  will  only  hasten  tha 
concern  on  the  part  of  the  public, 

I  urge  the  Convention  to  be  sensitive  to  the  costs  in  a  difficult 
time,  but  more  importantly,  sensitive  to  the  message  that  this  sen 

‘“BonnM  siatton  (University  of  Iowa):  I  hope  the  Convention  will 
pass  No  46  even  though  it  has  been  somewhat  weakened  by  a  couple 
of  the  votes.  I,  therefore,  call  for  the  question. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  subsequently  appr wed.] 

Proposal  No.  46  (Page  A-98)  was  approved  by  Division  I  as 
a3ed  by  Nos.  46-2  and  46-3,  175-149,  five  abstentions,  roll- 

InOTE:  \  motion  to  reconsider  Propo^  Nos.  36-6  and  36  (Pages 
A-54  and  A-47}  was  approved  by  Division  I.J 

Coaching  Limitations— Sports  Other  Than  Football 
Douglas  A.  Dickey  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville).  Amen 
mSt-to-amendment  No.  36-6  was  a  tie  yesterday  arid  several  people 
indicated  they  would  vote  in  favor  of  it.  Proposal  No.  36  passed  by  i 

^^?n  No°36  is  a  provision  to  deal  with  swiinming  so  that  your  diving 
coach  could  go  between  both  men’s  and  wornen  s  sports  whi^ 
nassed  very  heavily.  No.  36-6  allows  you  to  do  that  same  thihg 
between  golf,  tennis,  track,  and  any  sports  where  you  would  have 

both  men’s  and  women’s  programs. 

1  wXd  remind  you  again  that  I  think  it  gave  you  the  most 
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nexibilily  in  administering  ST^eiw 

Sa«  anditis  not  any  more  c^t  pwducmg^»._^  your  abihty  to 

fssrj;“r£  •> ” 

“;f«eVweaton(CentralMichigan^^^^^^^^^ 

speak  against  reconsideration  ’  •  ^^tions  wishing  to  combine 

‘“Wstoryhasshowntbat^te^erwhelmingm^^^^^ 

rL:'«rS:nw 

rrXf  ran.  t  urge  deteat  o  . 

PresWentt  Comm^ton^^P^^tta  be  approved  and  we  vote  m  avor 

“'b;lbtlton:ItbinUreaUyn.dtoeorr^ 

reeonsiderationfortbetollwin^^a^^.^^^^l^^^^lj^^  atbing 

No.  36-6,  it  seems  to  me  that  P  ^ggtion  that  if  a  coach  is  offered 

ofthepast.ldon’tthinktherei9  ^  full-time  position,  the 

two  graduate  students,  P^f  msition.  That  is  my  concern.  My 
coaeLs  will  go  for  *0  “e  fu  “>mo  aee  a  further  aecrea^  m 

second  concern  is  $""‘''5,1. Areally  are  the  training  grounds  for  all 

Maximum  j  o^lton  I  Equivalency  Sports 

Bernarf  F"sif^‘f^rida  State  University):  I  move  adoptuin 

PropMa^  motion  was  **"“‘‘5;  L :  across  tbe-board  reduction  of  10 

percent  in  the  number  of  P  g^uction  in  Division  1-A  ^otball 

SSi  and  Srnra^nsot"-'  "y 

^ _ PnwrcdtnSS 
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sion,  the  Council  and  the  Division  I  conferences. 

The  primary  benefit  is  that  the  proposal  will  reduce  costs  to  permit 
institutions  to  continue  to  operate  sports  programs  that  are  broad 
based  and  comprehensive.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  grant 
reductions  are  being  felt  in  all  sports,  and  it  is  hoped  tlmt  in  so  doing 
fewer  institutions  will  have  to  face  more  drastic  alternatives  ot 

reducing  costs  by  eliminating  sports.  ,  ,  •  rr  i 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  these  proposed  reductions  otter  only 
the  maximum  number  of  grants  that  may  be  provided  by  an 
institution  in  a  particular  sport  and  as  a  maximum  arnount  ot 
financial  aid  that  a  particular  student-athlete  can  receive  at  a 
member  institution,  is  in  no  way  affected  by  this  pro^sal. 

On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council,  1  urge 
your  support  of  this  proposal.  . 

Don  Graham  (Southland  Conference):  I  move  adoption  of  Amcnd- 
ment  to-amendment  No.  40-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Mr.  Chair,  all  we  ask  for  in  Division  1-AA  is  equal  treatment  m 
consideration  of  our  football  grant  reduction  as  accorded  to  Division 
1-A  a  gradual  decrease  over  a  three-year  period.  There  are  several 
institutions  in  Division  I-AA  that  play  Division  I-A  institutioiis  on  an 
annual  basis  and  for  us  to  stay  in  somewhat  of  a  competitive  balance 
we  should  follow  the  same  gradual  reduction. 

A  cut  of  seven  grants  at  Division  I-AA  is  the  largest  single  year  cut 
of  any  sport.  No  other  sport  will  lose  more  than  two  in  any  one  year, 
with  the  exception  of  Division  I-A,  which  runs  on  a  three-four-three 
reduction.  I  urge  your  support. 

Alan  J.  Hauser  (Appalachian  State  University):  I  would  support 
what  my  colleague  has  said.  It  is  a  move  for  cost  reduction  and  all  of 
us  I  believe,  are  in  support  of  that.  Let  s  plan  it  carefully  and 
sykematically,  and  not  try  to  go  cold  turkey.  1  think  the  three-year 
phase  makes  a  great  deal  of  sense.  -  j  *  a 

[Proposal  No.  40-1  (Page  A-89)  was  approved  by  Division  I-AA, 

70-23,  roll-call  vote.]  ,  .  v  rr.u 

Kristi  Groteke  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  3  he 
students  appreciate  the  cost  reduction  efforts^  of  the  committee,  but 
we  believe  that  these  cuts  are  cutting  people  in  their  sports.  This  is 
going  to  greatly  affect  the  track  and  field,  as  well  as  swimming  and 
diving,  and  other  small  sports  where  not  very  many  scholarships  are 
offered.  We  urge  you  to  find  cuts  elsewhere,  perhaps  in  the  budget  and 
the  number  of  contests  and  other  places.  The  sport  of  track  and  held 
has  many  events.  Right  now  we  are  only  able  to  offer  14  scholarships 
and  the  cuts  drastically  affect  swimming  and  diving. 

Robert  M.  Sweazy  (Texas  Tech  University):  I  come  to  speak  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment.  Yesterday  we  were  encouraged  by  the 
Council  and  Presidents  Commission  to  go  ahead  and  vote  for  these 
reform  issues  even  though  they  were  flawed. 

This  proposal  is  not  flawed,  it  is  simply  bad  legislation.  There  is  no 
question  that  it  will  reduce  costs,  but  it  does  so  at  the  sacrifice  of 
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three-head  counl  women  „f, eholarsh.ps  .s  not  the  w 

reductions,  cutting  ♦  lUp  Commission 

^fhetherornolPro5«saU0^^ 

t»w 

|i4'lale'’irtSarirto\h^^^ 

“;r.ei»"Srffi3"“.KSE2 

approximately  $22  reduction  is 
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until  we  can  assess  one  year  from  now  the  impact  of  the  proposals 
already  adopted.  .  .  C2*atp  I  Iniversitv):  While  there  is 

should  be  the  primatyconc^^^  g  ^  support  of 

KTstir;:c— ^ 

memory,  you  might  recall  cimtxirt  system  based  on  the 

r*=r’SS.S£3-,?=s 

sup^tTfeO^uncutlinmy^ 

?ftnr“er"nd?itrtar^^^ 

relating  to  the  cost  of  our  I  am  here 

Rayla  AlHson  (National  SoftbaU^  S^f^ball 

to  speak  in  opposition  to  Pfojw  reduction  reform  of  this 

Coaches  Association  appreciates  the  c  “  J  college  athletics. 

Convention  and  the  efforts  of  the  Council  to  improve  coireg 
however,  the  coaches  assoc^mn  -es  ^Pjsal  40  as  a  genO-^  d  ^  J 

issue  that  more  often  than  no  arross  the  board  is  an  effort  to 

young  women  “n,es  ovL  Although  the  participation 

“tllrsSrpttrtunitAorwomen^^^^^ 

tenHrof‘'’y:un1  tmTnte^SToneglVnd  Compete  on  the 
iKrofrhXrship  can 

the  athletics  dePd^te  have^tod^^^^^  vehemently  opposes 

~moiS  No  40  M  sports  up  to  this 

passage  ot  t'roposai  ino.  h  eirinfTs  The  ereat  instrument 

'\r  n 
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Thomas  K.Heani  Jr  '.  ^  .  Vn^aidonewayor 

S!?MSSH'^Sif%'’iSS’S 

f srrj  much  be'tsr  containment  that 

S'radKSek^<>“f^^^^^  „„„,a  be,  in  my  judgment,  a 

"‘^etV'Tways, 

Thm  w«l  Wp  yo""  ‘"f  STsa^aS  yo“"?, 

§S=SHSSSS2^£ 

subjected  to  before  it  became  P^P'^  „  out  of  one 

'■'i^PTandfmld  costs  efficiently  provide  *re' ®po^jority  of  the 
scholarship  and 

ssss^ssisl 

?te?nst  timern  my  "e  “d  an  athleUcs  mam.  The 

SISSSr.KiES-.-.ssi'K— 
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“fIZcuU  wTSen  the  foundation  of  collegiate  athUtics,  1 
have  always  been  told  that  coaches  and  administrators  exist  because 

of  ^m  athletes,  not  vice  versa.  The  last  S^^b' 

rnttinff  is  in  the  grants-in-aid  to  the  athletes.  The  NCAA  shouia  De 
striving  to  participation  rather  than  continue  to  talk  about  mcrea^g 
the  number  of  scholarships.  A  further  reduction  will  deny  the  need- 

deserving  athletes  a  chance  for  education.  u  u-*  +1,0 

In  closfng  I  would  like  to  say  track  and  field  for  28  years  has  bit  the 
bullet  a  grfat  number  of  times.  I  am  afraid  by  biting  the  bullet  one 

more  time  we  may  have  a  dead  horse.  .  .  t  1  ^ 

Stanley  G.  Rives  (Eastern  Illinois  University):  I  have  points 
as  a  member  of  the  cost  reduction  committee,  hirst  of  all,  that 
committee  surveyed  all  NCAA  institutions.  We  paid  careful 
to  the  recommendations  for  cost  reduction  that  came  out  of  that 

survey.  This  was  one  of  the  recommendations.  • 

Second,  it  has  been  suggested  that  no  considpation 
the  matter  of  gender  equity  by  the  cost  reduction  committee^That 
simnlv  is  not  true.  We  paid  careful  attention  to  that  issue  and,  in  fact 
soliStod  information  from  the  NCAA  to  be  sure  that  we  were  not 
bringing  a  proposal  that  would  not  view  gender  equity.  1  urge  you 

^'^TWy^ltoarkTuniversity  of  Wyoming):  Obviously,  cost 
and  reform  are  having  success  here.  When  this  occurs  there  are 
usually  some  casualties  involved.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  brunt  of 
tbis  is  being  taken  by  the  student-athlete.  *  u 

While  some  of  us  are  appalled  at  some  of  the  measures  have 
nassed  here  including  those  involving  coaching  supervision  of  the 
Sete  most  of  them  affected  the  student-athlete  adversely.  Now  we 
are  preparing  to  eliminate  some  opportunities  for 

Finally,  I  would  sincerely  hope  that  before  we  leave  ^ 

something  positive  for  the  student-athletes  other  than  give  them  a 

htfie  time  offia^  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison):  What  I  am 

going  to  say  is  already  perfectly  apparent  to  f ^ 

imnortant  to  recognize  that  however  one  may  feel  about  the  merits  ot 
the*^rguments  made  from  the  position  of  equity,  however  ooe  may  feel 
about  the  arguments  made  on  behalf  of  track  and  field  and  the  other 
sports  listed  in  Part  C,  all  of  those  arguments  are  applicable  only  to 
P^rt  C,  and  thus  even  if  one  is  convinced  by  them  they  ought  not 
affect  one’s  vote  on  either  Part  A  or  Part  B-  v  v  if  f  fU^ 

S"wor  “ 

oiaffiS  and  a  lO-parcent 

rut  has  a  dramatic  effect  on  that  already  low  figure.  _ 

[Part  A  of  Proposal  No.  40  (Page  A-87)  was 
I-A  83-24,  three  abstentions.  Part  B  as  amended  by  No  404^ 
wa^  adopted  by  Division  I-AA,  69-15.  Part  C  was  adopted  by 
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Division  1,  273-52,  three  absUntion^  MUolhiiall  votes.) 

Bro.Thomars:r«?r(KSnCoUege):ln.oveth^ 
of  Proposal  No.  66. 

IThe  motion  was  secondea.j  ^ritpria  for  Division  I,  is  the 

Proposal  66  on  have  been  looking  for  in  order  to 

instrument  that  we,  as  jobation  of  student-athletes -a 

effectively  end  the  ®  the  American  public  and  is 

scandal  that  we^tand  for  as  educational 

contrary  to  everything  ^  problem  directly,  not  through  the 

Itisaninstrumenttoaddr^sth  P  adjustments  that  wc  have 
morass  of  technical  t^is  Convention,  adjustments 

been  and  are  but  that  also  further  complicate 

that  are  good  and  w®  ®  ’•  athletics  programs. 

the  administrative  task  of  monitory  g  reminded  us  that 

The  Council  and  It  is  an  unsalable  instrument 

these  adjustments  need  refinem^  ^^^^h  is  too 

for  the  Pr/f  Ln^dize^^^^ 

powerful  if  he  or  she  j  p  think  has  to  be  made. 

Team.  It  is  one  im^rtant  r^te  ^^erall  graduation  rate 

This  resolution  has  nothing  to  ,  colleges  and  universities 

of  an  institution.  I  thmk  especidyjt^^^^  admissions 

that  serve  a  portion  o^  ^  jy  those  athletes  that  we  reach 
program.  Rather,  this  ^  basis  and,  therefore,  need  to  take 

Ini  to  and  recruit  J  is  the  type  of  instrument  that  our 

individual  for  in  their  bottom-line  view  since  it  is 

IthMeTweTJ^lH"!  to  vote  “yes”  to  end  the  exptataUon  of 

"aldtEnsor  (Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference):  I  move 

tor  a  roll-call  vote  on  P'^Kd^nd  subsequently  defeated-l 

IThe  teotion  (PaT^M19)  was  defeated  by  Division  1-1 

like  to  move  adoption  of 

IThe  motion  was  secondea.j  „.*-„foctorv  progress  there  has 

The  purpose  of  this Te^Vage  graduf>” 
been  kind  of  a  gap  or  np\  This  is  to  cure  what  1  think  you  wi 
r'iS«ts“'in  major  factor  in  encouraging 

graduation  rates. 
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Thomas  K.  Hearn  Jr.  (Wake  Forest  University):  1  would  like  to 
call  the  delegates’  attention  to  Proposal  No.  58,  which  is  being 
sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Commission.  The  proposition  will  ask 
the  delegates  to  approve  for  next  year  a  thorough  review  and 
presentation  of  academic  enhancement  legislation.  That  legislation  is 
in  the  process  and  the  research  necessary  for  it  is  under  way. 

1  would  respectfully  ask  the  Convention  to  defeat  Proposal  No.  79, 
so  that  we  can  come  back  next  year  under  the  requirements  of 
Proposal  58  with  a  thoroughly  considered  and  carefully  researched, 
serious  proposal. 

David  H.  Bennett  (Syracuse  University):  As  Tom  Hearn  has 
said,  it  is  a  proposal  that  is  just  wording.  Legislation  similar  to  this 
has  been  before  the  Convention  in  the  past,  and  it  returns  in  new 
form  this  year  with  a  very  modest  1.9  grade-point  average  for  the 
student-athletes  entering  their  last  year  in  school. 

The  opposition  to  such  legislation  that  is  being  passed  is  being 
presented  on  the  grounds  it  prevents  institution  autonomy.  Of  course, 
it  does.  In  fact,  many  of  us  or  all  schools  in  the  NCAA  surrender  an 
institution’s  autonomy  in  joining  the  National  Collegiate  Athletic 
Association.  They  have  done  so  in  serving  higher  goals  and  streng¬ 
thening  the  intercollegiate  athletics  programs  and  the  protection  of 
student-athletes. 

That  is  why  President  Roosevelt  helped  to  organize  the  NCAA.  He 
was  concerned  about  their  physical  well-being.  We  are  concerned 
about  their  academic  problems.  We  all  know  there  is  a  problem  with 
graduation  rates.  The  student-athletes  in  some  Division  I  institutions 
are  there  for  sports.  Why  is  that  so?  In  1983,  this  Convention  tried  to 
outlaw  arrangements  in  which  students  could  major  in  eligibility  by 
mandating  that  every  student  would  have  to  be  in  a  recognized  course 
of  study. 

Nonetheless,  the  graduation  rate  of  some  schools  is  very  low.  One 
reason  for  that  is  that  there  has  been  no  satis factory-pr ogress  GPA 
requirement.  What  we  have  seen  is  that  this  didn’t  encourage 
students  who  are  less  motivated  and  have  found  that  when  they  have 
finished  their  athletics  eligibility  they  are  in  a  hopeless  academic  hole 
and  need  to  drop  out  of  school.  That  is  an  unsatisfactory  situation  and 
should  be  embarrassing  for  all  of  us. 

Maybe  our  people  wish  to  wait  until  next  year.  I  hope  and  trust  that 
the  Presidents  Commission  will  supply  us  with  stronger  legislation 
next  year.  During  that  period,  more  students  will  fall  by  the  wayside. 
Their  academic  period  is  shattered.  Why  not  take  the  modest  step 
this  year  and  hope  it  will  be  supplemented  by  stronger  legislation 
next  year?  If  we  do  so,  the  student- athletes  will  know  what  is  in  store 
for  them. 

Steven  C.  Beering  (Purdue  University);  I  would  like  to  speak  in 
support  of  Proposal  79.  In  the  spirit  of  national  reform,  it  seems  only 
appropriate  that  we  include  this  academic  legislation  that  will  further 
assist  the  student-athlete.  As  we  discussed  earlier  for  many  proposals, 
fine-tuning  will  be  necessary. 
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Prntiosal  79  wiU  provide  a 

question  on  th?,“”P"i^TFOTSiample,  three  Cplnscs^^^^ 

fedueedlotteeeCsandnD 

"''Sf  Skelton:  Uhink  the  sponsors  of  this  proposal  need  to  spea 

their  intent  in  that  regard.  ^  ^  University):  I  would  like  to 

navid  B.  Wagner  (Georgia  houtnY  Tanuary  3  edition  of  GSA 
sn^akYn  opposition  to  this  issue.  department  of  Education 

SV  A  "Iw^otteii^  sup^rted.  but  he  menUons 

talks^about  athletics  really  ofthose  weaknesses  that  is 

SrS’S|s'r£B;ip 

Tv  “'TtWnfih'at  we"shonld  leave  8fd‘"e  aP^“  ""e  “the  tour 
'“Sel  E  Delany  (Bift  Ten  C^fe^'^tvfng  had  an  opportu- 

'pluL  and  minuse^  Modest  beginning  and  pluses  and 

“ iirs  wfi  involved  in  the  con.p^ta«n 

^®cS?.nwaoka  (Big  Ten  toferencel^t « IW 

Se^a^^^hriS^^^^ 

Carl  F.  Ullrich  (Patriirt  gtations,  now  we  are  going  to 

::rN™»- are  going  to  rnate^^^^^^^ 

Nr^Tp^geTm  »as  deteaud  by  Dwtston  I, 

191.1 
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Partial-Qualifier  and  Nonqualifier  Eligibility ' 

John  O.  Bolvin  (University  of  Pittsburgh):  I  would  like  to  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  80. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  j  ^ 

Mr.  Bolvin:  I  guess  it  is  appropriate  to  move  Amendment-to- 

amendment  No.  80-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  will  address  both  Proposals  80  and  80-1  because  they 
related  I  will  not  repeat  what  is  in  the  program  but  I  would  like  to 
add  comments.  The  program  notes  that  the  of 

permit  a  partial  qualifier  or  nonqualifier  earn  a  fourth  year  ot 

rnmnetition.  This  is  just  one  intent. 

A  second  intent  is  to  help  correct  an  error  in  judgment  on  our  part 
as  institutions  in  defining  or  identifying  what  is  known  Partial 

or  nonqualifier.  These  are  based  on  the  imprecise  and  inadequate 

methods  of  measurement  that  we  now  use.  .  ,  .  . 

Each  of  you  who  has  been  involved  in  the  admissions  Process 
knows  that  our  predictability  of  the  success  of  all  students,  including 
Si  and  nonqualifiers,  is  based  on  probable  success  and  is  far 
from  perfect.  Most  of  us  realize  that  our 
multiple  factors,  including  the  test  score, 

class  et  cetera.  Assuming  that  the  youth  correlation  is  less  than  .80, 
S  best  predictions,  out  of  every  100  students  we  admit,  64  will 
succeed  and  the  others  will  not.  We  admit  all  100  m  order  to  give  the 

^"^ThSe^STStions  hold  true  for  those 
nonqualifiers.  When  we  originally  passed  Proposal  No.  48,  we  were 
enabling  some  prospective  students  as  partial  or  nonqualifiers  who 
could  succeed.  This  situation  is  because  of  our  imprecise  measurement 
instruments,  both  the  tests  and  the  score. 

So  there  are  two  major  purposes  in  our  legislation  that  we  are 
proposing  to  permit  a  partial  qualifier  to  earn  a  fourth  year  and  to 
allow  us  to  Recognize  the  possible  errors  m  measurement  hat 
resulted  in  incorrectly  identifying  the  student  as  a  partial  or 

"°mwill  never  be  able  to  change  the  label  we  have  placed  upon  these 
young  people,  but  we  can  take  this  opportunity  to  lessen  the  of 

this  label  on  those  who  have  been  successful.  For  this  reason,  we  ask 

your  of  New  Mexico):  Mr.  Chair,  while  I 

agree  in  principle  with  the  actions  of  the  Association,  we  set  in  place 
the  now  famous  Prop  48  criteria  for  predicting  academic  success  of 
prospective  student-athletes.  The  criteria  including  standardized 
Lores  are  far  from  perfect.  Partial  qualifiers  and  nonqualifiers  who 
after  four  years,  are  legitimately  on  course  to  graduate  within  the 
pending  year  have  demonstrated  that  mode  of  test  score  did  no 

oermanently  brand  them  as  incapable.  ..  .  .v,^ 

^  Isn’t  it  time  we  restore  to  those  who  earn  it,  to  those  who 
demonstrate  the  imperfection  of  our  predictors,  the  eligibility  they 
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surrender  as  freshmen?  Passage  of  Proposal  80  provides  an  incentive 
to  achieve  after  matriculation  at  our  institutions.  I  urge  support  of 
Proposal  No.  80. 

{Proposal  No.  80-1  (Page  A-135)  was  approved  by  Division  I.J 

John  W.  Kaiser  [St.  John’s  University  (New  York)]:  I  would  like 
to  move  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  80-2. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  is  a  housekeeping  matter.  We  would  just  like  to  delay  to  the 
following  year  the  effective  date  so  that  there  is  no  confusion  in  the 
present  year, 

[Proposal  No.  80-2  (Page  A-135)  was  approved  by  Division  I.] 

Martin  A.  Massengale  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln);  On 
behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  we  urge  you  to  defeat  Proposal 
No.  80.  We  think  essentially  that  Proposition  48  is  working  and  it 
sends  the  wrong  message,  and  we  urge  you  to  defeat  Proposal  80. 

[Proposal  No.  80  (Page  A-134)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  as 

amended  by  Nos.  80-1  and  80-2.] 

Satisfactory  Progress— Degree  Requirements  Check 

Jerry  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors  of  Proposal  No.  81, 1  would  like  to  move  it. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Proposal  No.  81  proposes  an  alternative  and  riew  approach  to  the 
satis factory-pr ogress  rule.  This  rule  will  require  that  before  the 
student’s  fourth  season  or  fourth  year  of  enrollment,  the  student 
must  have  completed  50  percent  of  all  of  the  courses  required  for  his 
or  her  degree. 

1  served  as  primary  contact  for  this  proposal  during  this  last  year 
and  I  received  a  great  deal  of  correspondence  about  it.  I  would  like  to 
clarify  briefly. 

I  think  perhaps  the  easiest  way  to  think  about  this  proposition  is  to 
think  of  a  student-athlete  choosing  a  major  at  the  beginning  of  the 
junior  year,  perhaps  in  history,  requiring  a  total  of  126  semester 
hours.  This  proposal  would  require  that  before  the  student’s  fourth 
year,  the  student  would  have  to  have  completed  at  least  half  of  that 
126-hour  degree  program.  So,  in  fact,  the  student  must  have  no  more 
than  62  hours  remaining.  Students  must  have  at  least  one  more  hour 
than  half  of  the  126  hours  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  intercollegiate 
competition  in  that  fourth  year. 

This  is  a  modest  proposal,  but  one  that  would  significantly 
enhance  progress  toward  a  degree.  Student-athletes  who  satisfy  this 
requirement  will  be  better  positioned  for  graduation  than  those  who 
are  not.  President  Hearn  commented  that  Proposal  85  will  direct  the 
Academic  Requirements  Committee  to  look  at  both  continuing  and 
initial  eligibility  standards  and  bring  to  perhaps  the  Presidents 
(ilommission  and  then  to  the  Convention  a  proposal  for  more  stringent 
and  continuing  eligibility  standards  at  the  1992  Convention. 

I  believe  that  this  proposal  is  very  modest  and  will  not  interfere 
with  the  work  of  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee.  On  behalf 
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of  the  sponsors,  I  urge  its  adoption 
David  Bernstein  (California  State  University,  Long  Beach)-  I 
would  like  to  speak  against  this  amendment  because  it  does  not  take 
into  account  those  who  change  their  major  during  their  academic 

completed  their  sophomwe 
year  and  have  accumulated  60  units,  that  tLy  wish  to  pur™ 
different  major.  For  those  who  then  have  to  enter  into  a  different 
major-degree  program  this  would  not  be  an  equitable  situation  I 
become  part  of  the  academic  program  next 
thought  should  go  into  the  issue.  I  urge  the 
”  to  vote  against  this  proposal.  ^  " 

respond  to  the  issue  of  changing  the  major 

durinl  the  year*  ®  “mment  on 

‘o  declare  a  major  until  the 
beginning  of  their  junior  year.  In  fact,  they  would  be  permitted  to 

certification  for  the  fourth  year  I 
believe  this  legislation  only  restricts  the  change  of  a  major  to  the  mid- 
fhpj  the  third  year  after  the  student  has  declared  a  major.  Then  if 

I  thtnTfh  'i  'P  "-‘Sht  rJ,  in  to  Xt 

(Proposal  No.  SI  (Page  A  I36)  was  approved  by  Division  I,  170- 

rk  •  ir.  .m- .  Pl^ancial  Management 

the  rdXln  o?ProZlSa Mr.  Chair,  1  move 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

^  ^"’endment-to-amendment  No.  86-1. 

[  J  he  motion  was  seconded.) 

athlcL’TS^  interpretation  regarding  management  of  student- 
athlete  s  funds  with  their  consent  is  that  it  can  be  done  bv  the 
financial  aid  department  of  your  institution  if  it  is  done  for  all 
students.  While  this  gets  over  any  problem  with  extra  benefits  it  is 

®  because  there  are.  as  far  as  I  know,  no  institutions 
that  want  to  manage  funds  for  students. 

manaXpS'rrraXf‘‘!l‘“f'"®‘;®J*  f'"'  institution  to 

anage  Fell  Grant  funds  for  student-athletes  even  though  those 

The'^PeirCra^T  is  this  a  good  idea? 

Althn,  K  *  ^  beginning  of  each  semester 

Although  we  would  like  to  have  students  res^nsible  enS  to 

m  in  many  instances  this  turns  out  not 

funds  ^  ^  ^^^^y  student-athlete  have 

PmtalstVnTlea.'"* 

Charles  W.  Ehrhardt  (Florida  State  University):  This  is  eood 
legislation.  If  the  school  chooses,  the  student  can  elect  to  do  it  and  the 
school  places  the  funds  in  its  program.  Because  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
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to  aa.inis.tea  i,.  the  r.nancia,  aia  otnce,  it  oa.ht  to  be 
'"’^'rant  Resnick  (Soathern  f  ^ 

cost  containment  There  IS  a  vacation  earnings  and  thereby 

tot  the  .aiotit,  of 

oJ^sSSj  Encourage  you  ^  limit  tuna 

Mr.  Gibbens:  The  intent  o'  ‘mancfal  aW  officers.  It  you  ipss 

managenuintto  themsutution^^r^^  ^  „  about 

summCTeaJMngs «'  <>*?,'■  Hlf wa^iptouK* Division  U 

M  t.  a^Ltea  by  Division  I  as 

amendea  by  No.  86-1.1  u/alvere 

Thomas  E.  Veager  (^rnial  Athletic  Association):  I  move  e 

adoption  of  Proposal  No.  .  ^ 

[The  motion  was  ^iesenter  I  believe  this  is  a 

While  I  am  not  a  scheduled  p  , .  .1  ^j^at  would  establish  the 

thrproposal  regarding  revenue  distnbut  y 

S  Laent-athlete  f“”d’ wU^  tunaea  though  the 
quarters  for  a  number  of  .„nense  to  the  institution  and 

NCAA  ana  willnotres^Un^d'^i;  of  neeay  tunas  in 

r.S/gS^yYhS»tl  urge  «n;‘ont  a  Council  or  Executive 
c/mS  meS^Tc  Jftrm 

wouia.intact,beonly.therevenM^_^  il*e  intent  to  have  any 

the  Executive  Committee,  o  l^  jbat  interpretation. 

broaaer  application?  That  IS  just  so 

know  that  officially.  *  .  revenue  distribution  proposal 

that  wfs'^adopre/by^^^^^  Commitiee,  I  don’t  think  t  ere  is 

Resolution:  Financial  Chair, 

ont?SMtr(SS,Tm;L<k.ption  of  Proposal  No.  88. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.!  *_*  years  that  a  significant 

..'£K=SS.”  =■• 
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additional  unmet  financial  need.  A  more  thorough  study  determined 
that  student-athletes  who  receive  full  grants-in-aid  do  have  additional 
unmet  financial  needs.  A  recent  study  by  the  Committee  on  Financial 
Aid  and  Amateurism  identifies  instances  in  which  student-athletes 
were  disadvantaged  because  of  proposed  limitations.  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  resolution. 

[Proposal  No.  88  (Page  A-142)  was  adopted  by  Division  L] 
Resolution:  Division  I  Championships  Eligibility 

Don  Graham  (Southland  Conference):  On  behalf  of  the  sponsors, 
I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  120. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  sponsors  of  Proposal  120  feel  strongly  that  the  principle  of 
competitive  equity  addressed  in  Bylaw  2.7  requires  the  structure  and 
programs  of  the  Association  to  promote  opportunity  for  equity  in 
competition  to  assure  that  student- athletes  and  institutions  will  not 
be  prevented  unfairly  from  achieving  the  benefits  inherent  in 
participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

One  of  those  benefits  is  the  principle  of  competing  in  national 
postseason  play.  However,  even  though  the  NCAA  is  based  on  a 
conference  structure,  there  are  only  17  independent  Division  I 
institutions  competing  this  year  and  five  have  already  announced 
plans  to  join  conferences. 

There  is  not  equity  for  conference  champions  to  participate  in 
postseason  play.  One  of  Executive  Director  Schultz’  platforms  has 
been  to  allow  the  membership  to  play  for  a  trophy.  We  have  seen  that 
come  about  to  a  certain  extent  with  the  new  revenue-distribution 
formula.  Both  the  special  committee  and  Mr.  Schultz  have  stressed 
that  the  distribution  is  equitable  but  not  equal. 

We  are  not  asking  that  all  conference  champions  be  considered 
equal.  That  is  not  realistic.  We  all  realize  that  there  are  differences  in 
the  strength  of  the  programs  and  budgets.  But  we  do  ask  for  equity. 
We  do  not  think  that  that  is  present  in  all  sports. 

The  Division  T  men’s  basketball  committee  has  addressed  the  issue 
as  best  it  could.  Even  though  the  easiest  thing  would  be  to  award 
automatic-qualifying  status  to  each  eligible  conference,  the  committee 
has  stayed  with  the  limit  of  30  automatic  berths  and  has  decided  to 
have  a  play-in  format  for  the  remaining  slots.  The  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee  even  took  it  upon  itself  to  accept  the  recommendation  of  the 
basketball  committee  to  grant  waivers  to  two  conferences  that  have 
not  met  the  waiting-period  requirements  of  the  executive  regulations. 

What  determines  how  a  conference  is  ranked  or  granted  automatic- 
qualifying  status?  According  to  Executive  Regulation  31.3.4,  a 
conference  must  meet  six  general  requirements  and  three  additional 
requirements  in  all  sports  other  than  Division  I  men’s  basketball. 
Most  conferences  can  make  the  requirements  without  trying.  The 
only  requirement  open  to  subjective  interpretation  by  the  sports 
committees  and  the  Executive  Committee  is  Paragraph  D,  which 
requires  that  competition  in  the  applicable  sport  must  be  of  sufficient 
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quality  to  warrant  automatic  qualification.^^  won-lost 

The  criteria  for  determining  Q  conference  as  a  whole  and 

record  and  strength  of  record  is  easily  judged, 

its  individual  member  judged.  But  there  are  other 

The  strength  of  the  schedule  is  easily  ju  g 

factors  that  should  be  a  financial  commitment  to  compete 

Member  institutions  have  ma  a^f^^^  ^  national  championship^ 

in  a  sport  that  the  "  t  may  not  be  as  great  as 

However,  toTeny  an  institution  and  its  student- 

institution  ’ s.  Is  that  a  f  national  championships . 

athletes  a  chance  to  several  sports,  the  powers  are 

Geography  also  comes  into  P^®y-  .  '  g^g  ^he  West  Coast  in 

concentrated  in  a  teseball.  Even  if  two 

volleyball  and  the  Sun  Belt  states  in  u  ^  commitment  to  a 

are  of  equal  caliber  and  ^a‘i®,]J®^fXehTess  for  the  school  nearest 
program,  the  cost  of  travel  wo  school  on  the  other  side  of 

to  the  concentration  of  the  other  side  of  the  country  has 

the  country.  In  addition,  the  t  ,  order  to  play  the 

to  play  the  majority  of  cont^t  ^  dollars,  then 

‘‘ Aers.”  If  you  Pjay  nlaZ their  place  puts  you 
your  schedule  suffers.  And  p  ^  «  ^d  in  your  won-lost  record. 

at  a  disadvantage  that  IS  usually  refle  the  national 

Individual  sports  ^’^t^^^^hat  vou  have  to  do  in  order  to  get 

championships.  Everyone  ^ 

totheplayoff.  there  are  qualifying  races  that 

are  from,  you  get  m.  In  cross  ^  place  high  enough  in 

are  open  to  all  institutions  m  that  region  national  champion- 

the  hcad-to  head  ®®”'P®^{H°”;^^egionals  in  other  sports  such  as  golf. 

a  selection  committee,  ^hf  e  a  la^ons  but  do  not  have  an 

abided  by  the  Association  s  rules  ana  reg 

Slable^hancetop^for^^^^^^^^ 

Automatic  qualification  «t  At-large  selection  is  a 

opportunity  to  c®"lP®^®  that  have  proven  slim.  Reasonable 

viSle  option,  but  the  ®  ^^Jj-gtiLlterna^^^^  and  allow  everyone 

qualifying  competitions  are  a  re  championships, 

an  equitable  chance  to  comp  ,  .  i  ^  realize  that  all  we  want 

“Ve  sponsors  for  nothing.  If  we 

is  a  fair  chance.  We  are  uof  S^ndards,  at  least  give  us  an 

don’t  meet  n“‘omaUc  quahfiMUon  st^  ^  nnUonn' 

equitable  chance  and  an  appar  y  .  conference  room.  Please 
championship  on  tte  playing 

vote  for  Proposal  120  „  ^ess  Tell  it  to  study  the  issue,  adopt 

trS-Sn"aS  Wng  usU  something  next  year  that  we  can 

all  live  with. 
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nrs«  I  niJulia  ISt  Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania)];  On 
behalf  of  th?Division  I  Championships  Committee  and  the  Executive 
Primmittee  I  sDcak  in  opposition  to  this  resolutum. 

%TreTs  ^rnfmerit  to'^^ndying  the  concepts  of  this  resduhon  for 
selected  sports  and  the  process  for  doing  so  is  already  in  plMe.^e 
wc  rnromittee  that  believes  these  concepts  are  appropriate  may 

aSpt  them  for 

Chamfoonships  Com'mit^^  and  Executive  Committee 
until  May  3, 1991.  The  subcommittee  has  already  been  ^  "“f 
?CTiew  automatic  qualification  in  men’s  and  women  s  basbetbalh 
There  is  no  perfect  system  for  subjective  selection  of  teams  an 
individuals  short  of  conducting  open  championship  comprtition, 
NP  A  A  Ihampionships  arc  notintended  to  meet  all  the  requirements, 
ihev  are  intended  to  provide  national  championship  competition 

^mLlthlSefigibleLdentathletes  and  teams, whileat  the  same 

tZ  fclommodalfng  the  regional  structure  to  ensure  there  is  some 

‘’“l^r'ojTal'No""^^^^^^  defeated  by  Division  I.) 

Automatic  Qualification— Division  I  Men’s  Basketball 
Daniel  B.  “Tucker”  DiEdwardo  (Midwestern  Collegiate  Con¬ 
ference):  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  97. 

Mr^ChSr.^under^  current  bylaws,  one  of  the  criteria  ’^®9’^’^®® 
teutament’b^^^^^ 

cLoses  to  do  so,  it  must  conduct  double  round-robin, 
competition  within  its  own  subdivision  and  a  single  round-rob 

a  traintst  members  of  the  other  subdivisions. 

^Proposal  97  simply  establishes  a  minimum  scheduling  reqmren^nt 

sfze.  AcZforence  must  still  be  comprised  of  a  minimum  of  six 
conference  members  in  order  to  be  eligible.  i  o  nr 

The  intent  of  Proposal  97  is  not  to  permit  a  conference  with  12  or 
mnvP  members  to  be  eligible  for  multiple  automatic  berths  in  the 
]7ivision  1  men’s  basketball  championship.  It  is  my  under^anding 
that  the  Division  I  Basketball  Committee  and  the  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  NCAA  support  this  proposal.  I  urge  your  adoption. 

lames  E  Delany  (Big  Ten  Conference):  It  is  the  desire  of  the 
basketball  committee  that  the  delegates  support  this  legislation. 
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A  lAQ'i  was  adopted  by  Division  1.] 

Roy  iSion  of  Proposal  No.  103. 

^&ion  wo^tJent  Is  to  utilize  *;^5jays^^at  - 
The  purpose  soring  on  weekdays  as  ^jg^j  15  days, 

have  evaluation  period  has  g  to  ensure  that 

the  weekends. In  consecutive  week  y  student- 

The  propo^  days  to  evaluate  prospect 

programs  wi  ^nmved  by  Divisions  I-A 

'‘“''t^^posal  No.  103  (Page  A.154)  was  approved 

Otfidal  move"adoption  of  Proposal 

DonGraham(SouthlandConference).I 

, tie  motion  was  Conferenc^b;«eht 

tortrthS'proPoaal  l^asSate^uMn 

in  order  ^  be  certified  on  rules  she  has  a  good 

that  he  oy.®'fz"'"fmust  be  very  concerns  about  putting 

been  certified,  rules  and,  therefore,  the  ,  •  put  at  ease. 

major  airport  on  me  oc  ^  „  t  a  institutions 

Thli  can  be  a  tr^P  ^f^Vel  and  for  several  level.  If 

viable.  For  Nacogdoches,  ^*’‘*1, ‘.-nee  of  85  miles  to 

University,  ^hmwporh  Lou®an“,  a  distame  o 

assistant  uuach  ^  Shmve^  ..^  ''‘'"^‘‘fant  on  the  way 


280 


799/  Convention  Proceedings 


,  ,  „„stephenF  Austin University,andpickupanotherrecruit 

S'te  Se  X?  That  doesn’t  „„es 

Forty-four  Division  1-AA  i  .  .  24  are  more  than  50  miles 

away  from  their  nearest  ma/o  ^  institutions  do  ^t  fly  in 

to  pick  up  kids  for  most  schools  have  weekends 

In  the  recruiting  ^  making  their  initial  visit.  On  these 

with  a  large  number  of  prospects  mje  g  ^  accommodate 

weekends,  the  schools  maximum  number  of  full-time 

alUhe  transportation  needs.  S  Often,  we  cannot 

assistant  coaches  of  recruits.  There  is  very  little  time 

physically  handle  ^  the  other  visiting 

available  to  these  coaches  ^^ggggary  flexibility  in  the  rules  to 
The  proposal  simply  J.  ^g  are  not  seeking  a  way  to  add 

allow  the  convenient  transporta  additional  cost  involved.  In 

Sonal  recruits.  There  ^^.^STstatf  members  wouM 
fact,  they  could  be  reduced.  T  number  of  prospects.  If  your 

be  on  the  road  transporting  e  s  pitting  people  out  on  the 

S^h^^^&’lltfwiedg^ 

Amendment-to^amendment  No  10^^  ^  by  Division  I-AA  as 

Don  G^TsSand  €^0000):  1  move  Proposal  No.  105. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.  J  .  ^jays  from  the  current 

Proposal  105  basically  a  time  wLn  many  women  s 

support.  ,  ,  Docketball  Coaches  Associatioii).  I  rise 

Betty  Jaynes  (Women  s  Daske  ...  r  coaches,  conducted  a 

In  ‘ 

adoption  of  Proposal  No.  106^ 

IThe  motion  was  secondea.  j  ni  v?«vion  1  women’s  basketball 
This  proposal  is  intended 

eoa5res^he  .yporturnty  to  tetmr  utto 

EiS-raS^erSr^»montbofGec^^^^^^ 
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The  Council  urges  your  sup^rt.  It  does  not  add  days  and  it  is  good 

MarilyrMrsTahoohanohano  (University  of  Hawan): 
m”e  the  adoption  of  Propoyl  No,  107. 

[The  motion  ^as  seconded^  ,  ge^son  is  in  the  spring. 

In  Hawaii,  the  ^‘fh^school  girU  b  ^^k^tb  with  spring 

Currently,  the  legisl^wn  p  ^  championships  m 

restricting  basUetbal. 

coaches  from  attending  the  j  ,  basketball  coaches  to 

Thisamend>nentwouldperm.ttheD;v^^ 

conduct  evaluations  by  shifting  P  .  .  x  jjj  uation  per iod ,  and 

"  N.  mifa,  ‘"'.SSSS’ii' 

jSTc  cS.'SSSnlV  !<•»"»  ' 

adoption  of  Proposal  No.  108^ 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.  i  „^„lovment  of  a  member  of  a 

This  proposal  g^aff  from  being 

Division  I  institution  w  nnninstitutional  basketball  camp.  This 

employed  by  or  lec^ring  at  the  restrictions  currently  in 

legislation  would  be  consiste^  thejest^ 

men’s  football  and  „„„  a  member  institution  may 

eliminate  the  recruiting  a  v  nCAA  Recruiting  Committee 

receive  from  such  e’^P  g^pport  this  proposal. 

^'o^TN^IoS^Tpa^T??®  was  Approved  hy  Drvrs.on  M 

[The  motion  was  seconded^  admissions  for  postsea- 

Current  legislation  ®  Additional  tournaments  in 

son  Division  I  conference  J;®  ,  .  gpmpUmentary  admissions  for 

existing  interpretations  prohibit  Invitation  Tournament 

NCAA  championships  ^'fj'^vg  orsfeelthat  the  complimentary 

and  postseason  bowl  gam  .  tournaments  should  also  be 

Sc““at  fonh:  pC^and  a  significant  recruiting  advantage. 
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Spring  Football  Practice— Divisions  I- A  and  l-AA 
Homer  C.  Rice  (Georgia  Tech  University):  I  move  Proposal  No. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.)  lx-* 

Proposal  1 1 1  is  very  clear  if  you  read  it.  We  are  talking  about  just 
five  days  for  contact.  The  amount  of  time  that  a  student- athlete  may 
be  involved  in  such  postseason  practice  activities  will  be  limited  to  a 
maximum  of  20  hours  per  week.  The  extended  time  period  allows  for 
a  better  spacing  of  practice  sessions  and  is  less  taxing  on  the  players. 

Also  it  is  not  possible  to  teach  blocking  and  tackling  techniques 
without  having  contact.  This  is  something  I  feel  is  very  important  for 

the  welfare  of  the  game  of  football.  m,. 

Michael  B.  McGee  (University  of  Southern  California).  Mr. 

Chair,  wc  move  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  1 IM. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.)  j  * 

The  Pacific- 10  Conference  submits  this  amendment-to-amendment 
at  the  request  of  the  Conference  Commissioners  group.  We  also 
understand  that  if  passed  it  removes  the  opposition  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  to  No.  1 1 1.  Most  importantly,  this  proposal  nul  ifies  the 
increases  proposed  in  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  Ill  and 
maintains,  with  one  minor  exception,  the  spring  practice  restrictions 
adopted  at  last  year’s  Convention  of  15  days  of  practice,  10  pads 
within  a  21 -day  period.  _ 

No  11 1-1  simply  extends  by  one  day  the  period  in  which  spnng 
practice  must  be  conducted.  This  one  additional  day  obviously  gives 
programs  the  opportunity  to  begin  and  conclude  spring  practice  on  a 

^'^^I'pro^sal  No.  1 1 1  - 1  (Page  A- 161)  was  approved  by  Divisions  I- A  | 

Robert  M.  Sweazy  (Texas  Tech  University):  The  provision  of  j 

spring  contact,  as  we  heard  last  year,  is  not  necessarily  conducive  to  j 

good  teaching,  and  teaching  is  what  spring  practice  »s  all  about.  1  j 

would  point  out  that  of  the  24  starting  positions  in  football,  15  of  those 
positions  require  widely  divergent  teaching  techniques. 

This  amendment  will  simply  increase  by  five  days  the  amount  ot 
practice  time  available.  It  will  limit,  however,  a  week  to  20  hours  and 
will  not  infringe  on  the  academic  success  of  the  student  athletes.  1  his 
is  good  legislation.  Last  year  we  tried  to  fix  something  that  was  not 
broken  We  have  an  opportunity  to  correct  that  mistak^ 

[Proposal  No.  Ill  (Page  A-160)  was  approved  by  Divisions  1-A 
and  I-AA  as  amended  by  No.  111-1.) 

NOMINATING  COMMITTEE  ^  r.  i 

[NOTE:  The  slate  for  Division  I  representatives  to  the  tmincU  was 

presented  and  approved.] 

(The  Division  I  Winess  session  was  adjoured  at  noon.) 
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Tuesdsv  EveninQj  Jsnusry  8, 199 

iuesa<iy  Udies  and  gentlemen,  it  my 

President  Witte:  ®X^*Jfssodation’s  26th  annual  honors 

pleasure  to  '^^^^7%y“gean^remain  standing  for  the  inw 
dinner.  Will  you  please  r^e  and  University  President  Thomas 

will  be  presented  by  waKe 
Hearn. 

INVOCATION  /WaifP  Forest  University);  Let  us  pray. 

forth  truth  of  the  earth.  Amen. 

KT/SSSSS”'""”""”"'*""" 

■  the  student-athlete.  the  first  formal  occasion  that  we 

First,  let  us  recognize  that  women’s  cbarnpionships^ 

have  hkd  to  review  a  lo  ^ar  period  highlight^^^ 

(Applause)  It  has  been  an  o/women’s  athletics.  Of  course, 

■'SS  K 

competed  across  the  nation  i  opportunity.  In  less  than  1 

more  than  90.000  women  enjoyed  the  number  of  women  s 

years,  our  member  institutions  h  been  given 

Lm^bymorethanalhousanm^ 

:hS"rrnLeor“g"nalstanda^^^^^^ 
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more  than  10,000  female  student-athletes  are  receiving  athletics 

,,.eh  Ims  a  ^ 

of  tte  o)  Students  at  our  o»n  institutions  who 

iiSSUP 

SsiiiSisf; 

,hp  ri^rX  wirnot  be  specifically  acknowledged  later  m  our 
^^ThlTnSt  individual,  who  we  all  know,  has  been  on  an 

rringtoTeSN'ltokttS^^ 

Mr  appredSn  for  that  leadership.  Our  executive  director,  Dick 

®tldd  hke  to"^Ut  of  my  way  to  give  special  thanks  to  the  NC^ 
staff  for  the  work  performed  in  making  this  evening  such  a  special 

T  w** thpTTi  all  bv  name,  but  I  would  like  to  highlight 

Te  wS  of  ui  Spry  S:™  CawLd  Tom  Jernstedt.  (Applaud) 

‘Vfst  Ibesf^rt  of  these  remarks.  I  want  to  intro^^^^^^^^^ 

all  1  said  “I  don’t  want  to  get  into  some  sort  of  linguistic  sex^ 
’ki  r«  Krarp  Ts  it  Master  of  Ceremonies  or  Mistress  of  Ceremonies, 
gte  iTd  "CwoKc  (^lughter)  So  I  am  going  to  avoid  that 
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issue  and  say  t^atthis  perW  who  »  soi  f  ‘  instru- 

onight.  attend^  Stephens  College  P»rt.c.I«^d 

roenl  she  still  plays  today,  Wh^  sne^^.^^^  h  gh 

in  both  varsity  golf  and  varsi  y  undergraduate  music 

school  she  also  j  after  working  various 

studies  with  in  Chicago,  she  became  a  full-time 

ments  at  the  CBS  is  where  she  began  her  career^ 

newscaster  in  Dallas  in  ^able  career  in  a  very  demanding 

Since  then  she  affiliate  in  San  ®^Vh^ 

*LfgrLt.andthisrec^mti»,wa^^^^^^ 

career.  She  spent  one  year  as  tn  ^  Emmy  Award.  She  also 

Angeles,  and  there  she  “XSSs  taBiton  and  Houston, 

Cofked  for  t™  NewsSter  of  the  Year  from  he 

She  has  received  s?*  Tdevision  and  an  award  from  the 

American  Women  in  Wnrkine  Women  in  Broadcasting. 

National  Commission  on  Working  y  to  say 

Stebegan  her  network  car«rj  ABC  N  i„to  a  foreign- 

that  her  work  there  '"‘"feEJMurrowandPeter Jenmngsand 
correspondence  assignment  She  had  the  first  one-on- 

the  like,  or  Dan  ?®cLtro*^  Unlike  those  men.  she  was  more 

one  interview  with  Fidel  Castro^  un  assignment. 

than  eight  months  to  hive  a  Lear  Jet  on  he 

Her  employer  was  thoughtful  eno  g  delivery  room  m  the 

runway  in  Havana  to  Wg  her  t^f  she  heW  off  and 

event  that  was  necessary.  As  ate  ^P  ^  t^o  weeks 

completed  the  assignment  and  g  g  j^fh-old  daughter. 

was  the  mother  w®  for  the  fourth  summit  between  ^e 

She  has  traveled  to  Mos^w  for ^the  fhs. 

Presidents  of  Russia  t  j^orning,  where  she  has 

Paula  Zahn  has  been  coai^chor  of  UBb  talking  to  her 

demonstrated  great  versatility.  I  from  the  Today  show  or 

she  is  the  best  is  goingVo  serve  as  the  coanchor  for  the 

Good  Morning,  America.  She  is  goi  g  q3S  gports. 

1992  Winter  Olympics  f^^t  w  remarks,  but  1  think  we 

I  don’t  think  these  are  part  of  JJ, .  effort  to  be  here  tonight. 

should  recognize  she  madeanexWMrf^yJ  1  ^  „ight 

There  has  been  a  nu  bug  that  ha  pag^^  f  y^er 

it  hit  her.  She  ^^fg^Morning-  and  without  doing  that,  she  could 

St&eefhefe  " 

appreciation  for  her  effort  m  ^'n*  „  committed  to  exercise 

»SriarZahn,(A^la^ 

air‘:“r“fmo"» 
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sounds  kind  of  odd  to  me,  I  don’t  get  to  say  that  very  often.  Good 

”  JuTfo  puTS^nS-^^tive  for  you  tonight,  I  thought  I  vmuld 
start  off  S  answers  to  tte  two  most  frequently  asked  questing 
that  are  thrown  my  way,  and  the  answers  are  4  a.m,  and  9  p,m,  ^e 
niipst  ions  asked  most  often  are  when  do  I  go  to  hed  and  when  do  I  get 
S  Se  mSng?  I  must  confess  that  you  did  not  have  to  twmt  my 
lo  mte  mv  tot  sick  day  in  15  years  this  morning.  It  was  a  time 
Sren«  hSw^n  Nashville  and  New  York  City,  1  knew  1  would  he 
in  real  trouble  tonight  if  I  answered  that  4  a.m.  alarm. 

I  want  you  to  know  that  it  is  my  distinct  pleasure  to  be  with  you  this 
evening.  Over  the  course  of  tonight,  you  will  be 

student-athletes  who  have  excelled  academically  and  athletically 
fnd  a  group  of  former  athletes  who  have  further  gained  distinction 
since  leaving  intercollegiate  athletics  25  years  ngo. 

We  of  course  will  be  spotlighting  the  career  of  one  of  the  greatest 

athletes  of  any’  generation  for  her 

mav  be  receiving  the  recognition  and  support  that  they  have  long 
toerved  S  thit  is  that  sL  will  he  the  first  iroman  to  receiw  this 

tsociation’s  highest  honor.  She,  no  douht,  '"j  “\fthea 

greatest  athletes  in  sports  history.  We  are  talking  about  Althea 

^  pa^rUcularly  pleased  to  participate  in  the  NCAA’s 
celebration  recognizing  a  decade  of  women’s 

rnmp  a  long  way  since  I  competed  in  golf  and  swimming  in  college. 
Those  were  the  days  when  it  was  tough  simply  to  put  women  s  teams 
togS  I  am  that  this  Association  has  taken  a  leadership 

rX  in  expanding  competitive  opportunities  for  women,  and  I 
commend  wu  for  the  positive  strides  that  have  been  made  in  women 
athletics —from  administration  to  coaching  to  exposure  over  th 

must  admit  to  you  tonight  that  I  have  not  decided  if  I  sh^ld  be 
envious  or  in  awe  of  the  triumphs  to  which  we  will  be  expsed  tonight 
from  these  current  and  former  athletes  whom  we  will  honor.  I  envy 

theXmmHmen^^ 

their  goals,  and  I  am  in  awe  of  what  each  has  accomplished  and 
iX  mode!;  they  have  become.  These  truly  are  if  viduals, 

and  1  am  privileged  to  present  their  stories  to  you  tonight. 

At  thTs  K,  I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  your  program 
w^re  you  see  a  list  of  student-athletes  who  have  b®en  named  as 
Walter  vers  Scholars  and  those  who  have  rec^ved  NCAA  post¬ 
graduate  Lholarships  during  the  past  year.  The  NCAA  PP^^raduate 
Icholafshirpr^gram  began  in  1964;  and  as  you  no  doubt  probably 
know  since  that  time  the  Association  has  invested  more  than  $3 

million  to  assist  almost  2,100  students  in  P";®J‘;;f  fth£  and  thi 
We  congratulate  each  of  these  outstanding  student-athletes  and  the 

us  enjoy  a  special  video  pcesenta- 
tion-a  tribute  to  a  decade  of  NCAA  women  s  championships. 
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I  NOTE:  A  video  celebrating  W  years  of  women  s  athle 

Witte:  On  beha'i  fjj'  de^adrS'^men’s  charnpion- 

assignments  that  she  ^  j|,at  she  will  e°etm“e  to 

ssssi^Lssssl 

tions,  and  the  "'“"5'/*'^°  portonities  tor  women,  1  thank  the 

NC^' torS  me'aningful  tribute.  ;  I  renect  the  growth 

pC^tot  Witte  has  shared  some  smtist^cs^tna^  mentioned,  in  the 
of  women's  athletics  during  thi^  fj^d  listed  the  names  of 

back  of  this  evening’s  ^  NCAA  committees  over  P^® 

%  qLdrennialre™wpublmhed  a  ^  „ 

the  United  Slates  Oiympi<:  n,ore  than  lip  service  to  the 

SU  American  eoi>eg«  In 

irrer  events  that  e*'^«,'Sty’’gir  s  tmnfing  the  one  that  h^s 

'Sxfe—  X';2pr‘^^^i  -  SS'Sa^; 

rr”frain"^^B'“o"^^ 

■=ssS3£rs"“-— 

^iHdS?  to  the  increased  number  of  women  participating  m 


intercollegiate  athletics  and  the  increased  number  of  s^rts  sponsored 
for  them,  Attendance  and  live  television  coverage  for  these  events  also 
have  increased  dramatically  during  this  past  decade.  IjJ-s®ason 
attendance  for  women’s  basketball,  for 

million  last  year,  a  63  percent  increase  since  1982.  Oyer  40,000  people 
attended  the  Women’s  Final  Four  last  year.  CBS,  which  has  telev^ed 
the  women’s  Division  I  basketball  championship  game  since  1982 
this  year  will  air  not  only  the  championship  game  as  well  as  the 
national  semifinals,  but  also  will  provide  coverage  f 

Zd  indoor  ^nd  outdoor  track.  About  75  in-season  basketball  games  j 

will  be  televised  by  network  and  cable  systems  this  year.  Last  i 

weekend.  CBS  telecasts  of  in-season  women’s  basketball  contests  j 

was  also’a  significant  indicator  of  progress.  .  i  I 

On  a  personal  note,  I  have  been  asked  recently  if  my  j 

in  the  NCAA  fulfills  a  lifelong  dream.  I  wish  I  could  j 

affirmative.  The  truth  is  that  for  those  of  us  who  were  of  the  pre-Title  ^ 

IX  era,  our  dreams  focused  mainly  on  an  opportunity  to  P^^^^  j 

to  be  a  member  of  the  team  and  to  represent  our  univ^sity.  Anything 
more  than  that  was  beyond  the  context  of  reality.  P®' 
even  those  modest  dreams  were  not  realized  But,  ' 

combined  efforts  and  commitment  of  the  NCAA,  CBS,  Sara  Lee 
Corporation,  and  a  great  number  of  men  and  women  have  now  helped 
extend  the  boundaries  of  reality;  and  with  that  is  now  the  opportunity 
for  expanded  dreams  that  can  be  realized.  » 

As  \  look  to  the  future,  I  am  reminded  of  the  comments  of 
Villanova’s  great  distance  runner,  Vicki  Huber,  Ahl  W 

last  year.  You  may  recall  that  she  thanked  the  NCAA  for  enabling 
women’s  programs  to  develop  over  the  last  decade.  She  said, 
creased  competitive  opportunities  have  enhanced  the  educationa 
experiences  and  personal  lives  of  women  who  have  participated  in 
intercollegiate  athletics  during  that  time.  The  Association  takes 
great  pains  to  ensure  fair  and  equitable  competition  I  am  hopeful 
that  in  the  future  that  the  example  the  NCAA  sets  will  be  followed  at 

all  levels  of  amateur  competition.” 

We  now  have  set  the  minimum  standard.  We  all  must  work  together 
to  build  on  this  solid  foundation.  We  must  continue  our 
to  expand  and  provide  athletics  opportunities  for  all  men  and  women 
who  participate  in  the  best  amateur  programs  in  the  world.  I  am 
particularly  proud  and  appreciative  that  we  all  can  share  ‘n  this 
milestone  anniversary  celebrating  10  years  of  women  s  intercollegiate 
athletics  in  the  NCAA.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Ms.  Zahn:  I  thank  you,  J udy,  for  your  remarks  and  commitment  to 
college  athletics.  I  wish  we  had  that  saying  when  I  was  competing. 

The  College  Athletics  Top  12  permits  the  Association  to  honor  six 
outstanding  student-athletes  from  the  preceding  year  and  six  former 
letter-winners  who  have  distinguished  themselves  in  ^Jeir  chosen 
professions  on  their  silver  anniversary  as  college  B^'^duate^  The 
criteria  for  each  of  these  categories  are  listed  in  your  program  that 
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?Se''gSras»re  now  in  introducing  the  current  etudent- 
m"  Fauor.  University  of  Wisconsin.  MadUon.  Thtc.  ond 
Field  and  Cross  .  set  and  broken  by  women  who  have 

While  many  records  have  be  women’s  championships,  Suzy 

participated  in  this  will  not  ea^ly  be 

Favor’s  success  in  women  who  participate  in  the  NCAA 

equaled  or  surpassed  by  ®  individual  titles  than  any  woman 
in  the  future.  Suzy  has  won  include  an  unprecedented  four 

athlete.  Her  ".‘"*''’fS;“lurrun.  She  won  other  ou^ 
national  titles  m  and  four  titles  in  the  National 

pionships  in  the  8®®  ™gJampionships  with  three  victories  in  the 
Collegiate  Indoor  IracK  o  ooO-meter  run.  .  , 

mile  and  a  first-place  pionships.  She  finished  her  intercol - 

She  also  won  21  Big  Jen  Ch  P  .  ,  •  events  in  Big  Ten  and 

legiate track careerundefe^edin 32 she 

NCAA  competition  .  Wisconsin.  She  was  recently  named 

competed  at  the  University  of  Year  and  was  selected  an 

the  Babe  zahanas  Female  Conference  Jesse  Owens 

SStoftheVear  by  u^^^^^^  ^  hasis  in 

Ipecial  Olympics  and  ^  chair  for  the  Children’s  Miracle 

volunteer.  Suzy  was  an  hono  y  j^nces  for  nonprofit  groups 

XtoU  oftt'un"  of  Wisconsin  Foundation  and  Alumni 

receive  her  award  from  Donna  E.  Shalala,  chancellor  of 

the  University  J  ('//Je^rosfea.  Lincoln.  Oymnasyics. 

Patrick  W.  Conference  gymn^ 

In  both  NCAA  and  Big  Eight  Conleren  g^^^  success.  He 

pirick  Kirksey’s  name  has  ®J^allel  ba«  and  in  all-around 

won  NCAA  championships  on  the  P  National  Collegiate 

competition  and  led  ^®S^^®H®sher  cocaptain  scored  better  than  57 

Championship  last  1 2  meets  his  senior  season  and  had  the 

out  of  a  perfect  60  in  ^he  all-around.  ^ 

nation’s  best  average  wth  .  ,  ^  Conference  career  with  10 

Patrick  completed  his  Big  g  events  included  in  the  Big 

inditidual  tUles.  He  won  earned  a  reputation 

Eight  Conference  ^hampionsh  p  ^  career  high  57  in 

aS  of  the  nation’s  premier  combined  best  of  115  to 

the  compulsory  and  f  c^„n^pfonship  in  the  demanding  all- 

Eight  championships.  ,  classroom.  Patrick  earned 

J^e^^lTAmeScSonTmeaeh 
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a  3  600  grade-point  average  studying  finance.  An  NC^ 
schSip  recipient,  he  twice  won  Nebraska’s  Hartung  Award 
based  on  ^ademics,  athletics  and  leadership  and  was  awarc^d  the 
Nebraska  Athletic /Academic  Counseling  High  Distinction  Medal. 
An  ^CAA  anti-drug  speaker,  Patrick  has  presented  motivational 
talks  at  the  Future  Farmers  of  America  Convention  and  the  Lincoln 

Reeional  Center  for  Adolescents.  ,  c, 

Patrick  will  receive  his  award  tonight  from  Robert  S.  Devaney, 
director  of  athletics  at  the  University  of  Nebraska  Lincoln. 

Edivard  T.  McCaffrey,  Stanford  University,  Foowall. 

While  most  football  fans  are  aware  that  Ed  McCaffrey  was  one  o 
the  nation’s  outstanding  pass  receivers  during  the  past 
season,  they  may  not  be  aware  that  he  also  is  an  all- America  in  the 

Enrsistently  was  a  leader  in  the  national  statistics  for  pass 
receptions  per  game,  and  he  led  the  Pacific-10  Conference  in  both 
Stions  Ind  yardage  with  61  catches  for  917  yards.  He  completed 
his  career  with  146  receptions  for  2,333  yards  and  14  touchdowns. 

His  academic  successes  will  be  evidenced  in  June  when  he  i^eceives 
a  bachelor  of  arts  degree  in  economics  and  a  master  s  degree  in 
organizational  behavior.  Ed  has  earned  a  3.400  grade-ymt  average 
Scoring  in  economics.  A  founder  of  the  Stanford  Undergrad¬ 
uate  Law  Society,  Ed  is  a  frequent  speaker  at  elemental? 
about  the  importance  of  combining  successful  academics  and  athletics 
and  the  hazards  inherent  in  drug  abuse. 

nia,  native  has  been  a  pen  pal  to  an  elementary  school  in  his  home 

state  while  attending  Stanford.  .  ,  i  • 

Edward  will  complete  his  intercollegiate  career  with  his  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  East-West  Shrine  Football  Classic  in  a  couple  of  days. 

Ed  will  receive  his  award  from  Alan  A.  Cummings,  interim 
director  of  athletics  at  Stanford  University. 

Meredith  Lee  Rainey,  Harvard  University,  Track  atm  tiela. 
Harvard  University  long  has  had  a  well-deserved  reputation  for 
academic  achievement;  but  today,  at  least  in 

track  and  field,  it  is  recognized  for  training  one  of  the  dominant  800- 

■"SrSlneys  world^class  stature  has  been  accelerated 

by  her  performances  in  NCAA  competition  She  won  consecutive 
national  championships  in  her  specialty  and  became  the  firs  y 
League  woman  to  win  an  NCAA  individual  %ack  dia^ionship.  She 
also  won  800-meter  championships  in  the  ^CAC,  TAG /US A  and 
Olympic  festival  competition  and  was  a  12-time 

competition  champion  in  the  Ivy  League  She  is  the  NCAA  record 
holdw  in  the  800  meters  and  owns  eight  Harvard  individual  marks 
that  include  the  sprints  and  the  400-meter  dash. 

A  cum  laude  graduate  and  an  NCAA  postgraduate  scholarship 
recipient,  Meredith  earned  a  3.300  grade-point  average  mapnng  m 
social  studies  while  maintaining  a  hectic  training  schedide.  Meredith 
is  the  cochair  of  the  Harvard  Radcliffe  Foundation  for  women  s 
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,  o-  *  Kac  worked  with  homeless  children 

athletics  and  a  Big  Sister.  She  h  Students  Association. 

of  Mmnesoia.  Two.  Cities. 

they  would  any  other  young  Wnown  her  At  age  two,  she 

bJn  granted  by  those  who  h?™  led  to  a  total  loss 

"rlSglntTefreTH^l^r^^^^^ 

st^?in'?*rroh\^:rnrMaiconsid^^ 

in  all  facets  of  her  , ,  accomplishments  athletically.  She 

Few  athletes  have  matclwd  he  last  year  and  was 

won  the  NCAA  «"»ven  bars  ehamtoonsh.^tost^!^^^^^^^^ 

presented  the  1990  American  Award,  gig  Ten  all- 

outstanding  senior  ^^JJ^^yjdual  championships  during  her 

around  and  seven  Big  ,  .  j  fUg  1934  Olympic  team  but 

=“”?£SS-Hb.swr^ 

and  athletics.  mPAA  uosteraduate  scholarship  honoree 

A  premed  major  the  NCAA  l^tgran  biochemistry  and 

earned  a  3.680  class.  She  earned  a  Big 

ranked  in  the  ‘“P ' ®  u  J..  elected^to  Golden  Key  and  was 

and  one  woman  at  Minnesota  eac  ye^.  ,  ^  gj^  participated  in 
families  with  children  wit^h  Minnesota  Marie  will  receive  her 

hlral  an  "a  irffenSietn^^ 
tions  to  include  ail  all- Ainenca  nation  s  premier 

of  Nebraska,  this  year  s  .  Conference  selection,  the  6-2, 

linebackers  A  two-time  all-Big  EjgMC^^^^^^^^ 

240-pound  linebacker  led  the  „_l--,pd  #be  Big  Eight  Defensive 
iuniM  and  senior  seasons  and  was  elected  the  Big  t-igm 

Player  of  the  Week  on  Y^'lXXrtoday,  his  success  in  foolhall 

Like  others  who  join  him  on  the  dmstofla^^^^ 

has  been  ‘^“'’'P'®™  National  Football  Foundation  scholar- 

a"ri.^”;^int  average  in  courses 
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preparing  him  to  enter  medical  school  upon  graduation.  He  twee 
earned  academic  all-America  honors  and  was  selected  to  the  Big 
Eight  Honor  Roll  the  past  three  years. 

Pat  also  is  a  member  of  the  Fellowship  of  Christian  AtWetes,  is  an 
active  participant  in  Best  of  America  Say  No  to  Drugs  Campaign, 
and  is  a  frequent  speaker  in  the  community  and  at  elementary  and 
high  schools  throughout  the  area.  While  you  may  think  he  is  best 
known  as  an  all- America  linebacker  at  the  university,  I  arn  told  that 
on  campus  he  is  best  identified  as  the  husband  of  ^nita  Robinson, 
who  was  the  1989  NCAA  outdoor  triple  jump  champion  and  currently 
is  attending  Nebraska  with  the  assistance  of  an  NCAA  postgraduate 

^^Patrick^will  receive  his  award  from  Martin  A.  Massengale, 

chancellor  of  the  University  of  Nebraska.  Lincoln 

Right  now  I  am  going  to  turn  the  podium  over  to  Mane  Roethlis- 
berger  who  will  respond  on  behalf  of  all  the  student- athletes. 

Marie  Roethlisberger:  Good  evening.  I  think  the  other  past  six 
honorees  would  agree  with  me  that  we  are  up  here  representing  more 
than  six  student-athletes  from  three  sports  and  five  universitws.  We 
are  here  representing  more  than  200,000  athletes  from  more  than  30 
sports  and  800  institutions  who  were  given  an  opportunity  to  tuliui 
their  potential  as  students  and  athletes  at  the  , 

What  we  have  achieved  was  not  done  alone.  The  INOAA  ana  our 
institutions  gave  us  and  thousands  of  other  athletes  this  opportunity. 
We  would  like  to  thank  them.  We  must  also  give  a  big  round  ot 
applause  to  all  the  athletics  directors  and  their  departments  and  our 
coaches,  family  and  friends  for  their  help  and  support. 

I  don’t  believe  sport  has  ever  been  more  important  than  it  is  toa^. 
While  promoting  health  and  a  high  quality  of  life,  it  also  teaches  the 
lesson  of  hard  work,  discipline  and  dedication  to  ones  pals  that 
carries  over  in  all  other  areas  of  our  lives.  It  is  wonderful  to  see  that 
all  of  you  support  that  and  believe  in  it.  .  ,  ,  „  r  xi  •* 

We  hope  we  have  been  the  role  mopls  you  wished  us  to  be.  Now  it 
will  be  our  privilege  and  our  responsibility  to  go  on  and  contribute  to 
society,  whether  it  be  an  artist,  a  financier,  an  ecpomist,  a  lawyer  or 
as  doctors.  Who  knows,  one  of  us  might  even  end  up  over  there  m  25 

^^Ln  closing,  we,  the  Top  Six,  thank  you  again  for  saluting  us  m  this 

very  special  way.  (Applause)  ,  ,  ,  •  •  * 

Ms.  Zahn:  I  thank  you,  Marie,  and  congratulations  again  to  all  ol 

^°Right  now  we  are  going  to  salute  the  Silver  Anniversary  honorees. 
David  Bing,  Syracuse  University,  Basketball 
Few  of  us  in  this  ballroom  have  experienced  the  Arnerican  dream, 
but  Dave  Bing  epitomizes  the  principle  that  anyone  who  is  w“bng  to 
sacrifice  and  work  hard  has  a  chance  to  achieve  that  pal  labeled 
success.  Raised  in  a  Washington,  D.C.,  ghetto,  Dave  today  presides 
over  three  companies  that  generated  more  than  $75  millip  m  sales 
this  last  year.  He  learned  early  that  hard  work  could  generate 
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success  At  age  five,  an  eye  injury  resulted  in  a  permanent  vision 
problem.  Yet  he  developed  his  basketball  skills  to  become  one  of  the 
outstanding  collegiate  and  professional  players  of  all  time. 

He  became  the  first  athlete  in  the  history  of  Syracuse  University  to 
have  his  jersey  retired.  In  76  games,  he  averaged 
rebounds,  becoming  the  first  consensus  all-America 
men  in  the  modern  era.  The  two-time  all-Amenca  still  holds  six 
records.  The  team  captain  majored  in  economics,  was  a 
Phi  Kappa  Alpha  Senior  Men’s  Honorary  and  was  inducted  into  the 

Basketball  Hall  of  Fame  last  year.  ,  „  ,  *1.  a 

Success  followed  Dave  into  the  National  Basketball  Association. 
He  was  the  NBA  rookie  of  the  year  at  Detroit,  J” 

scoring  with  a27.1  average.  In  I2years  of  professional  basketball,  he 
played  in  the  all-star  game  seven  times  and  once  was  the  game  s  most 
valuable  player.  His  jersey  was  retired  in  Detroit,  where  he  played 

"^Dav^bian  preparing  for  life  beyond  basketball  during  the  off¬ 
season  while  working  at  the  National  Bank  of  Detroit  and  with 
Chrysler  Corporation  before  entering  a  *'’^ain mg  program  wdh 
Paragon  Steel  Company.  Two  years  later,  he  decided  to  start  his  own 
steel  Lsiness  and  faced  another  of  life’s  many  obstacles.  He  was  a 
minority  and  an  exathlete  with  no  inventory  or  customers  and  was 
asking  financial  institutions  to  lend  him  $250  000  at  a  time  when  the 
steel  market  was  over-saturated.  He  did  establish  a 
invested  $80,000  of  his  own  money;  but  by  the  end  of  the  first  six 
months.  Bing  Steel  had  lost  $90,000  and  almost  went  bankrupt 
He  formed  Superb  Manufacturing,  Incorporated,  in  1985,  which 
now  employs  more  than  llO  people  and  has  sales  in  excess  of  $20 
million  annually.  In  1986,  Dave  formed  Ventage  21,  Incor^rated  a 
construction  management  firm  that  generates  almost  $4  million  m 
sales.  Dave’s  success  in  business  has  not  gone  ^"^o^iced  He  was 
presented  the  nation’s  Minority  Small  Business  Person  of  the  Year 

Award  in  1989  by  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Dave  serves  on  the  boards  of  directors  of  numerous  profe^ional 
and  charitable  organizations  and  has  been  7'^ 

Humanitarian  of  the  Year  Award  and  the  Mercy  Medallion  for 

dedication  to  the  city  of  Detroit. 

Dave  will  receive  his  award  from  John  J.  Crouthamel,  director  of 

athletics  at  Syracuse  University. 

Edith  McGuire  Duvall,  Tennessee  State  University,  Track  ami 

%vo  decades  ago,  our  nation’s  hopes  for  success  in  international 
women’s  track  and  field  rested  primarily  with  Edward  S.  Temple  s 
track  team  at  Tennessee  State  University,  as  Judy  Sweet  stated 
earlier.  It  was  there  that  coach  Temple  developed  the  f^eat  Wilma 
Rudolph,  a  former  Silver  Anniversary  honoree  who  m  1960  became 
the  first  American  woman  to  win  three  Olympic  medals  in  track  and 
field.  It  was  there  that  coach  Temple  refined  the  talents  of  Edith 
McGuire  Duvall,  who  four  years  later  broke  many  records  that  had 


294 


1991  Convention  Proceeding<i 


been  established  by  the  world’s  fastest  woman. 

Edith  duplicated  Wilma’s  performance  in  Olympic  competition  by 
winning  three  medals.  She  won  the  200-meter  dash  in  record  time, 
was  second  in  the  100-meter  dash  after  tying  the  Olympic  record  in 
a  semifinal  heat  and  received  a  silver  medal  in  the  400-meter  relay. 
She  also  broke  Wilma’s  world  record  in  the  70-yard  dash  and  equaled 
or  surpassed  two  standards  each  in  the  100  and  200  meters.  She  is  the 
only  American  woman  ever  to  hold  three  different  National  AAU 
titles  at  different  times. 

Edith  was  named  the  Woman  Athlete  of  the  Year  by  the  Associated 
Press  in  1965.  She  was  women’s  track  and  field’s  top  performer  in 
1962,  was  a  James  E.  Sullivan  Amateur  Athlete  of  the  Year  Award 
finalist  in  1964,  and  received  the  Outstanding  Female  Athlete 
Trophy.  At  Tennessee  State,  she  was  the  team  captain  and  earned  a 
bachelor  of  science  degree  in  elementary  education. 

Following  graduation,  she  began  a  teaching  career  in  her  home¬ 
town  of  Atlanta.  She  moved  to  Detroit  as  a  counselor  for  Northern 
System  Company  in  1967.  She  returned  to  the  classroom  two  years 
later  in  Columbia,  South  Carolina,  and  then  Detroit,  where  she 
remained  until  she  and  her  husband  moved  to  Oakland,  California, 
in  1977  where  they  own  and  operate  several  McDonald's  restaurant 
franchises. 

Edith  toured  several  East  Africa  countries  on  behalf  of  the  U.S. 
State  Department  and  is  featured  in  a  track  and  field  training  film, 
which  naturally  is  entitled  “The  Sprinter.”  Her  community  activities 
include  Union  for  Youth,  Big  Sisters  and  the  Oakland  Schools  Mentor 
Program. 

Edith  will  receive  her  award  from  George  W.  Cox,  interim  president 
of  Tennessee  State  University. 

Michael  L  Garrett.  University  of  Southern  California,  Football  and 
Baseball. 

Few  individuals  question  that  Mike  Garrett  was  one  of  college 
football’s  most  prominent  players  when  he  was  awarded  the  Heisman 
Trophy  following  his  senior  season  at  the  University  of  Southern 
California.  The  two-time  all-America  had  led  the  nation  in  rushing 
yards  and  carries  for  an  impressive  5.4  average.  He  also  had  set  14 
NCAA,  Pacific- 10  Conference  and  USC  records  during  his  career, 
including  a  three-year  national  rushing  standard  with  3,221  yards. 
Few  in  the  audience  may  remember  that  he  also  was  a  starter  at 
cornerback  on  defense. 

Mike  was  USC’s  first  Heisman  TVophy  winner  and  the  two-time 
all-America  began  the  legacy  of  greatness  for  USC’s  I-formation 
tailbacks.  He  was  the  first  of  four  to  earn  Heisman  TVophy  honors 
between  1965  and  1981  and  the  first  in  almost  60  years  to  gain  over 
1,000  yards  rushing  in  a  single  season.  He  was  the  first  of  six  USC 
tailbacks  to  lead  the  nation  in  rushing.  Mike  earned  all -conference 
honors  as  an  outfielder  for  USC’s  baseball  team,  hitting  over  .300 
and  was  drafted  by  two  Major  League  Baseball  teams. 

Although  his  athletics  commitments  were  substantial,  Mike  still 
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tots  California  Museum  of  Science  and  Industry 

“jtt“s  Wstwetraccomplishments  earned  him  induction  inm 

'"yrrs  foStof  San  Diego’s  Harambee  Hous^  7e 

ootZnittse?  gtip  ^^administers  gang-intervention  pro- 
grtTs  He  rLrned  to  USC  as  an  associate  athletics  director  )ust  a 

^"Mr^wilt tceive  his  award  from  Michael  B.  McGee,  director  of 

IrFSS 

himself  as  one  o^the  wortd  s  lead^ 

TottataThre-ytr  letmrt’n  iSfootballand  lacros^  at 

Itthtlt^set^ratS^^ 

lttnMi?TntStoto*T™  undergraduate  and  Vanderbilt 
various  combat  awards  and  decorations  for  his  tour  ol  duty 

prL1ice1oi°S  y^am  Ld 

fmaLal  activities  as  senior  vice-president  the 

aXrLthttSrnTtmt«^^^  tretS  f  c  than 
130  hanks  throughout  the  world  in  the  restructunng  of  the  e  ( 
z“re  and  negated  bank-debt  settlements  with  Iran  during  the 

1981  hostage  crisis. 
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Tone  recently  was  selected  to  the  Council  for  International  Economic 
Affairs,  which  is  an  advisory  council  to  the  G-7  Industnal  Nations 
concerning  various  matters  of  international  finance  and  economi^. 

He  participated  in  the  World  Financial  Summit,  serired  on  t  e 
Presidential  Task  Force  on  Pacific  Rim  strategies  in  Tokyo  and  ^ 

participated  in  the  Presidential  Leadership  Summit  in  1988.  He 
currently  is  in  a  three-year  term  on  the  Task  Force  on  the  0-7  ! 

Coordination  Process  and  East  European  Reform.  ^ 

Although  international  affairs  demand  a  great  deal  of  Tone  s  time, 
he  has  been  active  in  numerous  civic  and  charitable  activities.  He 
was  the  cofounder  of  the  Music  City  Track  Club,  which  has  had  each 
of  its  70  members  awarded  college  scholarships  since  its  inception  1  z 
years  ago  and  was  general  chairman  of  a  banquet  that  raised  $1 
million  for  the  Better  Boys  Foundation  of  Chicago.  Tone  serves  on 
numerous  boards  of  directors,  including  the  Corporate  Community 
Schools  of  America,  designed  to  assist  in  the  improvement  ot  the 
Chicago  inner  city  public  school  system,  the  F  utures  Industry 
Association,  the  Vanderbilt  Law  School  and  the  Financial  Market 
Research  Center  for  Vanderbilt’s  Graduate  School  of  Business. 

Tone  will  receive  his  award  from  Harold  E.  Woodsum  Jr.,  director 
of  athletics  at  Yale  University. 

Steve  Juday,  Michigan  State  University.  Footbail  and  Ba^baU. 

While  Mike  Garrett  was  rushing  toward  the  Heisman  Trophy  on 
the  west  coast,  the  nation’s  all-America  quarterback  was  ^ying 
chase  to  this  coveted  trophy  through  the  air  in  leading  Michigan 
State  to  its  first  outright  Big  Ten  Conference  championship  and  the 
No  I  ranking  in  the  land.  Steve  Juday  was  the  Spartans  first  three- 
year  starter  at  quarterback  and  led  Michigan  State  to  20  wins 
against  eight  losses  and  one  tie  while  establishing  12  passing 

records,  including  five  career  marks.  j  •  r*u 

Michigan  State  was  undefeated  his  senior  season,  and  six  ol  those 
wins  were  come-from-behind  victories.  He  still  ranks  among  the  top 
10  in  several  Michigan  State  all-time  records  with  198  completions  in 
384  attempts  for  2,576  passing  yards  and  13  touchdowns.  He  was  the 
cocaptain  of  Michigan  State’s  third  Rose  Bowl  team,  received  a  Big 
Ten  Conference  Medal  of  Honor  and  was  selected  the  Michigan 

Amateur  Athlete  of  the  Year.  v  n  i 

As  was  Mike  Garrett,  Steve  was  an  outstanding  baseball  player 
earning  three  letters  as  shortstop,  first  baseman  and  outfielder.  An 
honor  graduate,  the  National  Football  Foundation  H^l  of  Fame 
Scholarship  recipient  was  active  in  Campus  Crusade  for  Christ,  vice- 
president  of  the  Varsity  Club,  Blue  Key  Honor  Society,  Sparta  Senior 
Men  Honorary  and  the  Excalibur  Honorary  Society,  which  includes 
12  senior  men  at  Michigan  State  who  are  leaders  in  scholarship  and 

Hcl#iviti0S.  » 

Steve  joined  Dow  Chemical  25  years  ago  as  an  intern  in  the 
consumer  products  department  and  then  rose  through  the  ranks  in  a 
variety  of  sales  and  marketing  positions.  He  transferred  to  personnel 
administration  in  1983;  and  for  the  past  three  years,  he  has  been 
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'kia  frvr  f  hfi  9  200  employees  that  comprise  the  human  compo 
responsible  for  the  z,2UU  emp  y  c;4a+P«j  business.  Steve  has  been 
nenUn  Dow’s  $2%  ted  Strtes 

active  in  community  and  Michigan  both  Little 

now.  He 

&“«."faet!hato„e^ 

“  ^ItSThTrawnTd  John  A.  DiBiaggio,  president  of 

5"'"  l/aded  States  Naval  Academy.  Lacrosse 

“"^f^a^ircraft  pilots  who 

‘^CTs  mU^Silert  few  have  Established  themselves  as  the  best  m 

successfully  handling  few  who  did  graduate 

Captain  James  T.ew.s  “™  EtEc^mEfehment  probably  did  not 
with  top-gun  d|.®^'''?>'''"^®^V\‘^^guccesses  at  the  Naval  Academy. 

surprise  those  familiar  with  his  •  j  aUg  success  as  did  Jim 

Few  athletes  in  any  sjwrt  have  enjoyed  the 
Lewis  representing  Navy  s  the  two  sports  was  a  remarkable 

The  Academy’s  ^ /^,^_^M.ie;onaH:ollegiate  Champion- 

62  wins  three ^  ^“^TrouS  players  in 
ships.  Jim  IS  stiU  consiaere  a  mprira  led  the  Midshipmen  in 

lacrosse  history.  The  three-time  ‘heading  Navy  to 

coals  scored,  assists  and  total  poin  nnmhined  33-1  record, 

three  national  lacrosse  championships  ^  ^  ^  Turnbull  Trophy, 

He  is  the  only  player  ever  to  receive  the  coveted  ^mn 

which  is  the  equivalent  of^^^^^^^  sHeis^  ^^^h 

been  inducted  into  the  ^  ^^bird  in  NCAA  cham- 

soccer  teams  ,Qg4  national  championship  team  was  a 

SSt  reEeiv™  the  Naval  Academy  Athletic  Association’s 

Sword  and  received  ^'““j^a’slnce  graduation  from  the 

HisNavy  rnhoEoSedX  ha  devoted  much  of 

academy  but  most  have  been  pi  ,  ;  and  currently  is  the 

his  career  to  Ah  SysSms  Command,  which 

Smfn“tte  aerial  target  systems  and  the  development  of 

Sfs  win  Awhtpd  fro.?  Jach  I^ngyel,  director 
reff^J^d  O?  Klf  of  the  other  Silver  Anniversary  honorees. 
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tonight.  Probab  y  the  happiest  of  al  IS  Edith  ^ 

L??A??rhorringrE'fittinasmu^ 

started  for  her.  commonality  among  all  of 

s  ^ndfS  sirts  A  couple  of  us  were  fortunate  enough  to  parlay 

‘''^“^v:S  “nrSEhEt  have  been  used  throughout 

Ar rwiu  El ‘K  o™  ,pf 

»r!;:t1iiEg  UrieTro  liJETy  life  by, 

coach  is  proud  of  the  things  tot  ‘““f^t  ■ne  m^PE^Twof  M  (t 

campuses,  1  am  MpAA  A  creater  emphasis  is  being 

?ScfiAh^t?&Tei^^^ 

r"oE  WlcE  Sr  "h*-  a  major  -ponsibilijy;  and 

'"Ms^SnEuhtf  yoToave,  and  congratulations  to  all  of  you  on 


is^ow  time  to  turn  attention  to  the  focal  point 
program-the  presentation  of  the  Theodore  .R««sevelt  Award,  the 
hiehest  honor  the  Association  bestows  on  an  individual.  If  you 
open  your  program  to  Page  5,  you  will  see 

this  ivard.  which  recognizes  a  distinguished  citizen  ^hp,  having 
earned  a  varsity  athletics  award  in  college,  has  exemplified  ideals 
and  purposes  to  which  college  athletics  programs  and  amateur  sports 

includiag.  as  you  will  noto,  former 
presidents  and  the  current  president  of  the  United  States,  military 
feSs  pioneers  in  space  and  medicine.  All  truly  have  been  worthy  of 

‘■^Th^aMomphshments  of  today’s  honoree  in  "Jf 

had  a  more  far-reaching  effect  on  our  society  than  the  standards 

reached  by  others  who  have  received  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  Awa r  _ 

Just  as  she  has  been  first  so  many  times  m  so  many  different  ways 

as  a  minority  and  a  woman,  she  today  becomes  the  first  woman  to 

ever  receive  this  Association’s  highest  honor.  Althea  Gibson  is  one  of 

the  premier  athletes  ever  to  play  tennis.  She  won  56 

doubles  titles  during  her  23-year  career  She  was  the  first  Black  to 

compete  in  the  U.S.  National  Singles  Championship  at  Forest  Hills 

and  was  the  first  black  American  invited  ever  to  compete  in  the  All- 

Rncland  Championships  at  Wimbledon. 

Althea’s  love  for  tennis  began  when  she  was  a  child 
Harlem  area.  She  enrolled  at  Florida  A&M  University  with  the 
assistance  of  an  athletics  scholarship  that 

nlav  basketball,  golf  and  tennis.  She  won  the  U.S.  Lawn  lennis 
Association’s  Eastern  Indoor  Championship  during  her  freshman 
season  and  was  No.  2  nationally.  As  a  ^ 

first  black  American  invited  to  compete  m  the 

pionships  in  Wimbledon  and  won  several  international  tournaments 
to  become  the  seventh-ranked  player  in  the  world.  *  j  „ 

Following  her  graduation  from  Florida  A&M,  she  accepte 
position  at  Lincoln  University,  Missouri,  as  an  instructor  in  the 
department  of  health.  At  that  time,  when  she  was  considering  her 
futlTre  in  tennis.  Althea  was  one  of  four  selected  to  ^-eP^esent  the 
United  States  in  a  goodwill  tour  of  Asia,  where  she  began  what  World 
Tennis  Magazine  described  as  “one  of  the  fastest  climbs  to  ^®P 
women’s  tennis  today.”  She  won  both  the  international  an^^^ 
Singles  Women’s  Championships  and  had  victories  in  France,  Monte 

^  Althe^won  the  French  Women’s  Singles  Championsh^ip  in  1956, 
and  went  on  to  win  the  doubles  championship  l^ater  on  that  year.  In 
1957  Althea  won  the  singles  titles  in  several  English  tournaments 
preceding  Wimbledon,  where  she  was  seeded  first  among  the  wonien 
players.  She  proved  that  her  seed  was  well-deserved.  Althea  won  the 
singles  championship  in  only  49  minutes.  She  also  won  the  ^'^mbledon 
doubles  title  and  returned  home  to  a  ticker-tape  parade  in  New  York 
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City  where  she  won  the  U.S.  National  Clay  Courts  Championships 
and  easily  won  the  U.S.  Women’s  Singles  title  at  Forest  Hills. 

Althea  again  proved  that  she  was  the  preeminent  woman  s  tennis 
player  in  the  world  in  1958.  She  repeated  her  singles  and  doubles 
championships  at  Wimbledon  and  again  won  the  singes  at  Forest 
Hills.  She  also  was  selected  to  the  Wightman  Cup  Team  mr  e 
second  consecutive  year.  Althea  was  selected  tl^  most  outstanding 
woman  athlete  of  the  year  and  she  received  the  Banchees  Award  lor 

^^ollowing  hL  retirement  from  tennis,  she  became  the  director  of 
community  relations  and  promotions  for  Ward  Baking  Company  m 
New  York  City.  She  then  became  a  sports  consultant  for  the  Fssex 
County  Park  Commission.  In  1975,  she  was  appointed  the  New 
Jersey  State  Athletic  Commissioner  and  served  in  that  position  lor 
more  than  a  decade.  She  was  assigned  to  the  three-member  state 
athletics  control  board  and  then  to  the  New  Jersey  Governor  s 
Council  on  Physical  Fitness  and  Sports,  where  she  almost  daily 
visits  senior-citizen  centers  to  explain  how  physical  fitness  applies  to 

this  very  special  group  of  people.  . ,  ...t  c-  u- 

Althea  studied  voice,  made  her  movie  debut  in  the  Horse  Soldiers, 
which  starred  John  Wayne,  and  has  written  her  autobiography.  She 
has  also  been  a  touring  golf  professional  and  was  a  member  ot  the 

men’s  golf  team  at  Florida  A&M.  .  ,  •  *4 

Althea  has  worked  on  numerous  professional  tennis  commit^es 
developed  an  instruction  film,  has  been  active  in  the  Ladies  Golt 
Association  and  has  devoted  much  of  her  time  to  benefit  seating  for 
girls  and  boys,  the  YMCA,  the  YWCA,  the  Graham  Home  for 
Orphan  Children  and  other  charitable  activities. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  present  to  you  this 
evening,  Althea  Gibson,  Florida  A&M  University.  (Whereupon,  the 
assembly  extended  a  prolonged  standing  ovation.) 

Althea  Gibson:  Wow,  what  is  that? 

President  Witte:  That  is  the  Teddy  Award.  This  is  a  very  special 
night  in  the  history  of  our  Association.  You  were  an  outstanding 
student,  and  your  career  as  an  athlete  was  superb.  You  are  known  o 
all  for  your  commitment  to  the  highest  standards  of  personal 
integrity  and  above  all,  for  all  of  the  effort  you  made  during  your  life 
to  expand  opportunities  to  women  and  to  minorities  everywhere.  In 
recognition  of  that  we  present  you  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  Award. 

^  Ms.  Gibson:  Do  you  see  this  beautiful  piece  of  art  work  they  did  on 
me?  They  are  doing  everything  to  me.  This  is  gorgeous. 

President  Witte:  I  will  take  it.  ,  „  i  i 

Ms.  Gibson:  No,  I  will  hold  it.  (Laughter)  You  know,  1  am 
speechless  and  I  am  usually  not  speechless  in  receiving  any  award 
Do  you  know  that  I  wasn’t  coming  down  here  to  get  this  because  i 
think  it  was  President  Humphries  who  called  me  and  informed  me 
about  this,  and  I  told  President  Humphries,  “Mr.  Humphries,  I  don  t 
need  any  more  damn  awards.  In  fact,  the  awards  I  have  are  crowding 
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„e  out  of  my  own  apa—”  Uaid,  * -W  I 
rfSVtXS  m:tn\“  rdeSed  come  on  down.  I  certainly  am 

•^'flm  to  thank  the  Honors  C-^^ae  for  ^ven  thinW^^^^^^ 
selecting  me  tor  this  beautiful  aw  •  jhe  other  past  Teddy 

SX'tt:nTthaira!;«f^^^^^  again,  I  am  another 

reminds  me  of  when  1  hrst  that  oarticular  afternoon, 

of  England  was  f 

1  got  sick  to  my  stomach  t^mking  about  ^  ^ 

know  what  I  did,  1  sat  down  m  ^^ejad  es  locker  m 

head  and  I  said,‘‘ Jesus  Althea^  wh^e^^^^^  fi,st  black  female  that 

want  to  set  a  bad  example,  beca  y  court.”  So  I  told  myself, 

has  ever  set  foot  on  this  i^mac  g  ^o 

“All  you  are  going  to  do,  Ahhea,  is  u 

accept  all  calls; 

watch  the  ball  and  beat  th  T  won  the  first  set  by  something 

^"“Beln^W  tonight  reminded  me  of 

the  U.S.  Open  tournament  Seeing  all  thesej^^^^^^^ 

center  court.  As  a  matter  ^  privilege  of  reading 

This  distinguished  « Theodore  Rool^^^^ 

what  they  said  on  this  f  career  as  a  student  and  an 

recognizing  her  superb  underg  .  .  .  ul  highest  personal 

athlete,  and  her  tu  Althea  Gibson,  Florida  A&M 

standards,  this  award  IS  presente^^^^ 

r;JtXe  etrice  andgood  — 

tough  s“rt“j'aSuar;t  ?99l."  I  certainly  hope  that  I  have  done 
that.  (Applause)  i^cnirp  the  other  female  athletes  that 

Now,  if  you  will  permit  m^e  to  msptohe^^^ 

may  be  coming  through  FAMU  It  was  a  college  and  now 

when  I  graduated  it  was  FAMC  not  FAMU ,  It  was  «  hries, 

it  is  a  great  university  We  *'Jf„tS7ur  ^  and  the 

here  from  that  university,  and  as  an  mcem 

«mpul“tould'iikrthTs  "particular  trophy  to  be  housed  on  the 

Tar^l^nto  tht  tohy  to  President  Humphn. 

his  office,  or  wherever  fApDlause)  Thanks  again  for 

student-athletes  at  Florida  A  '  j  athletes  of  the  world, 

recognizing  me  as  one  of  the  great  lemaie  a 

Thank  you  so  much. 
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Mr  Humphries,  it  you  will  accept  this  on  my  behalf,  please,  and 
display  this  at  Florida  A&M^  (Florida  A&M  University):  We  will 
have^'ry^tSed"^!^^^^^^^^^  a  very  distinguished  athlete. 

(Applause)  rp,  ^  Althea.  Now,  I  would  like  to  present 

ntl“u”ghfortor  symbolizing  .siHcies  of  competitiveness  and 

M  TohTl  iS  wam^for^ou  to  know  what  an  honor  it  has  been 
^  tf^^rt  c^irvour  cer^^  tonight,  and  I  very  much 

,;;mcil  youj  ;Sfence  as  I  am  now  about  T/i  hours  into  my  sleep 

VvK  r  RS  where  we  have  briefing  on  the  recession  that  we 

fcSSIl 

wmmmi 

frlTtol  "n^otog,  Monday’through  Friday,  give  us  a  shot. 

^Ms!zahnfThljamXt?rfo^^^ 

'  Pre^idenfwttrNow,  if  you  will  please  rise,  we  will  be  dismissed 

"  mornas  K.‘*ifeaTO  Jr.  (Wake  Forest  University):  Let  us  pray.  We 
r»  T  pvri  fnr  all  those  friend  and  foe,  who  bear  arms  this  night. 
?V  for  a’lUh^  friend  and  foe,  who  in  coming  days  must  make 

SdSXX  know  by  whatever  na™  to  may  call 

upon  Thee,  that  Thy  are  the  Lord,  not  a  victor  of  peace.  Am  . 
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Wednesday  Afternoon 

js ^ rt 

’’"prel'idenl  Witte:  1  believe  “U’^ttltfS^aJMceto^ 

beg.nthissession.W«therem^d^ 

Th^was^^Sheopen^ 

l.hink  has,  from  what  I  can  understand  ir^  afternoon,  caused 

madf  to  me  following  adjournment  Monday 

challenge  interpretations  approved  personally  have  reached  the 

comprehensive  picture  of  ttet  is  •  „P^  „„  or  understood  and  is 

Susionthattheprocedurejnol^  .„or  review  it 

very  difficult  U>  figure  ““‘^"  "r  expressions  of  concern. 

Jm  the  University  of  Wyommgjoe  Garou^.  reg 

wa^  121  in  the  blue  pages.  ™  about  challenging  an 

delegates  who  are  Council,  at  each  of  its 

;S“preta«on:!  and  thos^hat  aro  -  P"trs  who 

ragroe^it^  thaUntrp:^^^^^^^  ask  the  Council  to  reconsi  or 

Sreo^arrod'^AUharpoint^oum^^^^^^^^ 

Now^let  me  just  stop  for  a  is  some 

going  to  come  up  halknge  can  ^ 

?eta"rntTaU:sue  wten  it  "£Scouncil  report,  which 

coLffl^-P"Vtfcl-""t^ 

Convention  adopts  the  "Xauiterpretation.  That  is  what  happened 

199!  Cmveniion  Proceedmi^'^ 
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"r»srcss'2-f^-ss'=rp^ 

results  also  appear  m  me  pro 

in  Appendix  -I  Consert  PfPh^BC,  ;^„ri)):  Mr.  Presi- 

John  M. 

‘^'“irhe  motion  the  consent  package 

consent  Teleph^  bohalf  of  the 

Ch“T*T**\^‘^rto  move  iSoption  of  Proposal  No.  20. 

[The  motion  'was  place  reasonable 

uUted,  Prop^PXho^conU  with 

member  n  the  proposal  will  prohibit  D  ^  or 

alhletes^Specit^^^ 

11  “ietas  or  legal  gPPi'‘‘'“"  Ssch^l  and  will  limit 

the  tteprospeefs  junior  year  in  high  scli»o 

completion  institutions  to  a  P  .  student- 

telephone  cal  s  by 

week,  ihis  x  ig„i^one  calls  for  purpo  .  institutions 

^^SShon^ls  to  prospects  during  an 

would  prohibit  ,  .p.-  g  ^.o^test.  ,  ,  _  the  recruiting 

‘"^ITe^'XtaSriS  the  NCAA  has  placed  on 
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telephone  calls  is  to  prohibit  the  representatives  from  a  Division  I 
institution  athletics  interest  from  making  such  cal  s.  Put  simply,  the 
adoption  of  this  proposal  will  reduce  pressures  on 
the  coaches  during  the  recruiting  process.  It  will  introduce  a 
of  strengths  that  will  be  less  demeaning  to  both  the  prospect  and  the 
coach.  Specifically,  the  proposal  is  intended  to  (1)  afford  fewer 
interruptions  in  the  academic  and  social  life  of  the  prospect,  (2) 
reduce  pressure  on  the  parents  during  the  recruiting  process,  (3) 
reduce  coaches’  time  commitments  for  recruiting  calls  and  permit 
them  to  dedicate  their  time  and  resources  to  more  productive 
endeavors,  and  (4)  result  in  a  substantial  cost  savings  for  member 

institutioni^lation  g^pp^^ted  by  the 

NCAA  Council,  the  Division  I  conferences  and  Special  Committee 
on  Cost  Reduction.  The  proposal  carries  a  July  1 , 1 99 1 ,  effective  date. 

^  Johric.^JeSen  (Indiana  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  ZU-Z. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  •  •  i _ a 

This  amendment  to  Proposal  No.  20  constitutes  a  minimal  and 
modest  change  and  would  permit  just  one  inonth  to  make  phone  calls 
to  high-school  athletes  in  their  junior  year.  It  is  needed  in  the  sport  ol 
basketball  for  two  important  reasons,  the  first  of  which  is  because  of 
the  early  signing  date.  When  school  begins  in  the  fall,  coaches 
initiate  their  home  visits  following  a  busy  summer  at  recruiting 
camps.  Youngsters  who  attend  camps  or  who  are  on  vacations  with 
their  families  in  the  summer  period  are  often  very  difficult  to  reach. 

The  second,  but  perhaps  more  important,  reason  has  to  "O  with 
recruiting  camps.  There  are  hundreds  of  prospective  student-athletes 
at  summer  basketball  camps  that  if  a  period  of  one  month  in  which  to 
phone  is  allowed  it  could  be  determined  if  the  prospect  is  in  any  way 
interested  in  attending  a  particular  institution.  This  would  not  only 
allow  for  greater  efficiency  and  time  spent  in  evaluating,  but  also 
would  be  conserving  of  monies  spent  in  the  recruiting  P^^ocess^ 

Don  J.  Di Julia  [St.  Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania)].  I  am  in 
support  of  No.  20-2,  as  this  is  practical  in  nature  and  just  aimed  to 
allow  more  playing  time  to  get  the  job  done  properly  m  J 

Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University): 

Commission  and  the  Council  oppose  Proposal  No  20-2.  We  a 
providing  an  exception  to  the  prohibition  against  telephone  contact 
prior  to  completion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  order  to  perm i 
pmspects  in  the  sport  of  basketball  to  be  contacted  ^y  telephone 
between  April  15  and  May  15  of  their  junior  year  in  high  school 
Discussions  of  this  proposed  amendment  have  raised  concerns  that 
the  adoption  of  any  exception  to  the  proposed  blanket  prohibition  on 
calls  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  prospect  s  junior  year  may  affect 

the  original  proposal  and  enforceability.  . 

In  addition,  questions  have  been  raised  as  to  why  exception  is 
proposed  only  for  the  sport  of  basketball.  Also,  it  should  be  noted  that 


306 


1991  Convenlion  Proceedings 


in  their  most  recent  meeting.  Division  I-A  members  of  the  Collegiate 
Commissioners  Association  voted  to  oppose  the  provisions  ot  No.  2U- 
2 

Robert  C.  Dickeson  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  The 
Presidents  Commission  is  opposed  to  No.  20-2.  It 
inconsistent  to  exempt  one  sport  from  the  provisions  of  No.  20.  We 
urge  your  rejection  of  No.  20-2.  t-,-  •  •  r 

[Proposal  No.  20-2  (Page  A-17)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  (69- 
253,  one  abstention)  and  Division  II  (23-167),  roll  call  votes.] 
Richard  G.  Jaeger  (Dartmouth  College):  1  would  like  to  move  the 
adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  20-1  as  printed,  which 
amends  No.  20,  Section  C. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  have  been  involved  in  the  admissions  world  for  about  25  years 
before  getting  into  the  athletics  business,  and  I  know  I  speak  tor  a  lot 
of  institutions  here  who  feel  that  we  will  support  this  article  no  matter 
what  the  vote  is  on  our  amendment.  However,  a  nuniber  of  institutions 
do  use  a  broad  range  of  undergraduates  to  make  phone  calls  to 
prospects.  Some  of  them  happen  to  be  athletes.  They  are  by  no  means 
the  majority.  This  phone  call  to  prospects  across  a  broad  range  ot 
initial  candidates  allows  for  the  integration  of  the  athletes  into  the 
overall  process  of  the  college,  and  this  is  something  I  think  we  all 
believe  in 

The  calis  are  not  made  by  athletes  to  athletes,  but  in  many  cases  an 
athlete  may  call  someone  from  his  or  her  hometown  or  someone  who 
has  a  particular  background  or  circumstance  that  is  similar  to  the 
athlete’s.  So,  they  are  random  in  nature.  We  feel  that  this  amendment 
allows  that  vital  process  of  exposing  the  broad-range  list  ot  candidates 
to  the  nature  of  the  institution  to  continue.  We  would  appreciate  your 

^llTiDO  ft 

Robert  C.  Dickeson  (University  of  Northern  Colorad^:  Mr. 
President  No  20-1  is  sponsored  by  all  the  members  of  the  Ivy  Groi^. 
This  would  amend  Proposal  20-C  to  permit  telephone  calls  inade  by 
enrolled  students,  including  student-athletes,  as  part  of  an  institu¬ 
tion’s  regular-admissions  program  directed  at  all  prospective  stu- 

^Tn\s  pre-Convention  meeting,  the  Council  voted  to  support  this 
proposed  amendment  for  Division  II  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  api^ar 
to  substantially  dilute  the  intent  of  the  original  proposal.  Ihe 
Council  also  voted  to  oppose  this  proposal  for  Division  I,  however,  due 
to  concerns  that  such  an  amendment  in  Division  I  would  be  used  as 
a  means  by  which  to  involve  student-athletes  in  the  approving  ot 
prospects  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  spirit  intended  with 

This  is  somewhat  confusing.  It  may  sound  a  little  sch^izophrenic. 
The  recommendation  of  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission 
is  that  on  No.  20-1  that  Division  II  support  this  amendment  and  that 

Division  I  oppose  it.  .  ^  ,  t  i  f  *u  , 

Richard  G.  Jaeger  (Dartmouth  College):  I  have  no  further 


comment  at  this  time,  Mr.  President,  other  than  to  suggest  that 
enabling  these  students,  some  of  whom,  certainly  not  all  of  whom,  are 
athletes  to  call  not  necessarily  athletes  is  a  vital  part  of  a  cost- 
savings  process  and  one  that  really  enhances  the  overall  admissions 
of  our  institutions.  I  think  it  is  an  unfair  segregation  on  the  part  of  the 
institution  or  on  the  part  of  the  NCAA. 

[Proposal  No.  20-1  (Page  A-16)  was  approved  by  Division  II  (151- 

35)  and  defeated  by  Division  I  (98-223,  two  abstentions),  roll-call 

votes.)  • 

Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  Mr.  Chair,  on 
behalf  of  the  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amend- 
ment  No.  20-3. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

This  proposed  amendment  to  Proposal  No.  20  is  similar  to  Proposal 
No.  20-1  in  that  it  recognizes  that  a  substantial  number  of  member 
institutions  contact  prospective  student-athletes  for  recruiting  pur¬ 
poses  as  part  of  the  institutional  regular  admissions  program.  These 
recruitment  programs  are  not  associated  with  athletics,  but  prospec¬ 
tive  student-athletes  would  in  all  probability  be  contacted  as  part  of 
the  program.  In  most  cases,  the  caller  would  be  unaware  of  the 
prospective  student’s  recruitment  by  the  athletics  department,  and 
so  an  amendment  to  No.  20  called  incidental  telephone  contacts  was 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Council  reasonable  and  necessary. 

Proposal  No.  20-3  differs  from  No.  20-1,  though,  in  that  it  excludes 
student-athletes  from  placing  calls  as  part  of  such  institutional- 
recruitment  programs,  primarily  because  the  Council  felt  that  to 
permit  student-athletes’  participation  in  such  a  program  in  Division 
T  will  provide  too  great  an  opportunity  to  involve  student-athletes  in 
recruitment  of  prospective  student-athletes  under  the  auspices  of  a 
more  general  institutional  recruitment  effort.  The  Council  felt 
strongly  that  to  exclude  student-athletes  from  telephone  contacts 
with  prospects  altogether  in  no  way  handicaps  the  more  general 
institutional  efforts  and  deserves  a  clearer,  more  enforceable  rule. 
The  Council  urges  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  20-3  for  Division  I. 

Robert  C.  Dickeson  (University  of  Northern  Colorado);  The 
Presidents  Commission,  likewise,  supports  the  approval  of  No.  20-3. 
[Proposal  No.  20-3  (Page  A-18)  was  approved  by  Division  I  (291- 
35,  one  abstention)  roll-call  vote.) 

[Proposal  No.  20  (Page  A-13)  was  approved  by  Division  I,  (305- 
22)  as  amended  by  No.  20-3;  approved  by  Division  TI  (173-15)  as 
amended  by  No.  20-1.  All  roll-call  votes.) 

Contacts  and  Evaluations 

Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien  (University  of  New  Orleans):  On 
behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council,  the  Presidents  (Commission  and  the  cost 
reduction  committee,  1  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  21. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Currently,  the  recruiting  regulations  permit  as  many  as  1 4  in- 
person,  off-campus  contacts  in  the  sport  of  football  and  six  in  other 
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sports.  Additionally,  in  the  sports  of  football 

♦Wa  i<j  no  restriction  on  the  number  of  visits  institutmnai  stall 

Sp7o%riruldHntHS^^^^ 

affect  a  student-athlete  during  the  academic  y^r*  nrospective 

Now  we  define  evaluations  to  include  any  visit  to  the  prospec 
inS'tion,  even  though  no  contact  occurs  or  " 

ISSSsSixSSbyg 

keep  pace  with  practices  of  other  member  institutions. 
w  aS.d  to  the  escalating  costs  of  recruiting  prospective  student- 
llettln  aStuon  member  institutions  will  be  » >nak.ng 

tKrttP  off-camous  recruiting  contacts  with  a  prospect  at  any  site 
vlhile  visiting^a  prospect’s  educational  institution  may  occur  on  no 

%Ts:.“rre=i" 

of  alyliurn“to  count  as  a  single  evalu^^ 

prospect’s  educational  institution  on  not  more  than  one  calendar  aay 
contacrrvXaLns  and  observations  will  significantly  reduce  CMt 

ment-to-amendment  No.  21-1- 
The  atScT  Erectors  as  a  whole  strongly  support 

Convention  has  not  been  to  fine-tune 

time  we  still  would  like  to  express  our  concern  that  in  the 

^e^afl.  because  of  the  full  investment  that  we  are  talking  about  in 
full  scholarships,  six  evaluations  would  be  more  proper. 

Tewuinlv  the  exceptionally  gifted  student-athlete  may  need  only 

"l^^’o^rSSairbSrL 

Council  oDDose  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  2  . 

W™fedX^  differentotion  in  the  number  of  visits  would  really 
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diminish  substantially  the  intent  of  relieving  pressure  on  the 
athletes  and  the  cost-reduction  aspects  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  21-1  (Page  A-20)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  (59- 
270)  and  Division  II  (17-173,  one  abstention),  roll-call  votes.] 
[Proposal  No.  21,  Parts  A,  B  and  D  (Page  A-18)  were  adopted  by 
Division  I  (309-18)  and  Division  II  (174-19),  roll-call  votes;  No. 
21,  Part  C  was  approved  by  Division  I- A  (98-10),  Division  I- A  A 
(88-5)  and  Division  II  (100-9),  roll-call  votes.] 

Recruiting  Materials 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin):  On  behalf  of 
the  Council  and  its  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  23. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  restrict  the  types  of  recruiting  materials  that 
may  be  provided  to  the  prospective  student- athletes  as  well  as 
prohibiting  Divisions  I  and  II  member  institutions  from  providing 
such  materials  to  prospects  until  September  1  at  the  beginning  of  the 
prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school.  The  proposed  legislation  would 
limit  institutions  to  producing  only  one  publication  per  sport  in 
contrast  to  the  current  rule  that  allows  institutions  to  print  both  the 
recruiting  brochure  and  the  media  guide,  provided  the  institution 
only  sends  one  publication  to  a  prospective  student-athlete. 

Excess  has  been  the  rule  rather  than  the  exception  in  the  area  of 
recruiting  materials,  particularly  in  terms  of  greeting  cards,  birthday 
cards  and  multicolored  single-sport  cards.  This  proposal  will  restrict 
member  institutions  from  providing  prospective  student- athletes 
letters  and  regular  nonspecialized  cards.  That  did  not  include 
pictures  of  the  institution’s  department  of  athletics  personnel,  their 
families  or  their  student-athletes.  In  addition,  in  Division  I  only, 
institutions  will  be  limited  to  only  one-color  printing  on  all  athletics 
department  stationery,  which  will  in  turn  be  limited  to  the  names, 
addresses  and  telephone  numbers  of  the  athletics  department  staff 
members,  and  a  single  university  logo. 

Also  in  recent  years,  we  have  seen  the  proliferation  of  single-sport 
recruiting  videotapes  as  well  as  videotapes  personalized  for  particular 
prospects.  This  proposal  would  preclude  an  institution  from  providing 
a  highlight  film  or  recruiting  videotape  for  an  institutional  press 
release  to  prospects  in  high  school  and  two-year  colleges.  Further,  in 
Division  I  only,  all  athletics  department  press  releases  will  be  limited 
to  one-color  printing.  Member  institutions  will  be  limited  to  producing 
one  generic  all-sports  recruiting  videotape  for  the  year,  and  the 
production  of  personalized  recruiting  videotapes  or  audiotapes  in  the 
recruitment  of  prospects  on  or  off  campus  would  be  prohibited. 

The  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  23  will  bring  common  sense  to  the 
area  of  recruiting,  resulting  in  savings  to  the  institution  and 
elimination  of  pressure  for  institutions  that  are  not  currently 
engaged  in  such  practices  to  begin  using  some  recruiting  materials 
in  order  to  maintain  competitive  materials  with  other  member 
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^"Robert^Vank  (Oregon  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
members  of  the  Pacific-lO  Conference,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Amendment-to-amendment  No.  23-2. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  r  •  „ 

The  amendment  will  allow  institutions  to  use  two  colors  of  printing 
on  stationery.  The  proposed  amendment-to-amendment  w^ 
use  of  a  school’s  colors  and  the  use  of  its  logo  or  letterhead  but 
oreserve  the  other  proposed  restrictions.  Using  more  than  one  color 
on  institutional  stationery  results  in  negligible  cost.  This  is  a  modest 

A.  Lopiaao(Univcrsity  ofTexas  at  Aastin):  The  commit. 

tee  on  cost  reduction  and  the  Council  opiwse  No.  23-2  m  that  it 
provides  for  an  expense  exception  to  the  original  motion  Although 
the  additional  cost  of  two  color  printing  may  be  negligible,  in  some 
cases  the  expense  is  considerable  when  two  colors  become  meta  lie 
golds  and  silvers.  Excess  is  not  uncommon  in  recruiting  materials 
[Proposal  No.  23-2  (Page  A-25)  was  defeated  by  Division  1  (147- 

173,  three  abstentions),  roll-call  vote.] 

[Proposal  No.  23  (Page  A-23)  was  adopted  by  Division  1(309-15, 
one  abstention)  and  Division  II  (177-13),  roll-call  votes.] 

I  NOTE  A  motion  was  made  and  approved  to  consider  No.  do  after 
the  business  session  took  a  break.  The  meeting  was  recessed  for  15 

Witte:  Will  the  delegates,  please  get  significantly 
closer  to  their  seats.  Please  take  your  seats.  In  all  honesty  I  have  not 
seen  such  a  general  refusal  to  listen  to  reason  (Laughter)  I  wish  you 
would  start  taking  your  seats.  We  have  to  face  Proposal  No.  38. 

whether  we  like  it  or  not.  j  x  / -  •+  u 

{NOTE-  A  motion  was  made,  seconded  and  approved  to  limit  eacn 
speaker  on  Proposal  No.  38  to  five  minutes  and  two  appearances.} 
Playing  and  Practice  Seasons— Divisions  i  and  II 

Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien  (University  of  New  Orleans):  On 
behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council,  with  endorsement  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  and  the  committee  on  cost  reduction,  I  move  the  adoption 

of  Proposal  No.  38. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  intent  of  Proposal  38  is  to  establish  reasonable  restrictions  on 
Divisions  I  and  II  member  institutions  in  an  effort  to  ^hieve  proper 
balance  in  athletics  and  academic  experiences  at  NC^  member 
institutions.  In  recent  NCAA  studies,  it  was  revealed  that  student- 
athletes  would  like  a  reduction  m  the  amount  of  time  spent  in 
athletics  activities.  Proposal  Nos.  38-A  through  N  reduce  the  amount 
of  required  time  student-athletes  spend  on  athletically  related 
activities  enabling  them  to  devote  more  time  to  acad^ics  and  allow 
them  to  enjoy  a  more  complete  college  experience.  The  proj^sal  is 
designed  to  allow  the  student-athletes  to  be  flexible  enough  to  include 
intense  preparation  for  high-level  competition.  As  you  know  by  now. 


Genera!  Bnsine.ss  Session 


311 


the  proposal  is  several  sections  and  it  might  be  helpful  to  refer  to  the 
appendix  in  the  back  of  the  Convention  notes,  Page  166,  as  we  go 
through  the  various  sections.  ^ 

Sections  38-A  and  B  set  forth  the  definition  of  institutions  playing 
seasons  in  which  athletically  related  activity  may  be  conducted.  No. 
38-C  indicates  that  all  sports  in  Divisions  I  and  II  should  be  subject  to 
playing -season  segments  and  time-demand  limitations.  No.  38-D 
proposes  reductions  in  the  playing  seasons  for  team  sports  other  than 
football  and  basketball  from  26  to  22  weeks  and  the  establishment  of 
the  24- week  or  144-day  playing  season  for  individual  sports.  Section 
E  establishes  daily  and  weekly  hourly  limitations  in  which  member 
institutions  may  conduct  athletically  related  activities^  during  an 
outside  practice  season.  It  should  be  noted  that  participation  in 
noncountable  athletically  related  activity  is  not  counted  on  a  weekly 
time  basis.  Thus,  although  playing-  and  practice-season  limitations 
are  proposed  in  individual  sports  in  Divisions  I  and  II  for  the  first 
time,  it  is  permissible  for  student-athletes  in  the  individual  sports  to 
continue  preparation  through  voluntary  workouts  provided  they  are 
not  required.  In  addition,  the  coach  may  be  present  during  the 
voluntary  workouts  and  the  student- athletes  can  use  the  institution  s 

facility.  /-  j  r 

Proposals  38-F  and  G  establish  preseason  practice;  a  first  date  ol 
competition  with  respect  to  institutions  that  conduct  traditional  fall 
sports,  and  the  starting  practice  dates  based  on  21  permissible 
practice  opportunities,  except  for  football  and  volleyball,  which  are 
currently  only  nine.  Section  38-H  reduces  the  maximum  contests  or 
dates  of  competition  in  all  Divisions  I  and  II  sports.  Proposal  38-1 
would  allow  member  institutions  in  Divisions  I  and  II  basketball  27 
contests.  The  1990  Convention  Proposal  No.  30  reduced  the  number 
of  contests  to  25, 

Sections  J,  K  and  L  prohibit  outside  practice  by  team  members;  but 
1  would  like  to  note  that  Section  38-L,  which  precludes  the  member 
institution  coach  from  being  involved  at  any  time  as  a  coach,  official 
or  in  any  other  capacity  on  an  outside  team  that  involves  his  or  her 
student-athlete  is  eligible  to  remain  except  as  provided  by  Bylaw 
14.8.6,  allows  a  waiver  for  Pan  American,  Olympic  and  national- 
governing-body  national  teams,  as  well  as  officially  recognized  state 
and  national  multisport  events  sanctioned  by  the  Council. 

The  above  sections  appear  to  provide  a  reasonable  balance  between 
the  amount  of  time  a  student- athlete  would  be  required  to  spend  on 
athletically  related  activities  and  the  time  necessary  to  concentrate 
on  academics  to  reap  the  normal  benefit  of  student  life.  I  would  like  to 
mention  that  the  Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission  will  be 
supporting  at  the  appropriate  time  Nos.  38-1,  2,  12,  15  and  17.  On 
behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  Council,  we  urge  your 
support  for  this  important  proposal. 

David  B.  Keilitz  (Central  Michigan  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  38-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 
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President  Witte: 

interruption,  as  a  result  ^  deleeates  that  the  order  of  the  17 

in  a  sport  to  u  ap+ivitv  being  considered  countable 

voluntary  workout  without  such  ^ti  y  allowed  to 

and  skill  1  (Page  A-69)  was  approved  by  Division  I  (267- 

WsionW(l^  11  abstenUons), 

„avSd"iliU  (Central  Michigan  University):  1  move  the 

adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  38-2. 

allow  coaches  in  fencing,  ride,  skiing 

during  voluntary  mdw.dual  “^“‘nd  provTde  safety  and 

regular  practice  facility.  iJorinu  cuch  activities  as  countable 

SaSSsxsssKissK 

these  workouts  Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  Mr. 

Elizabeth  Fahey  (Student-Athlete  ^  Advisory 

President,  speaking  Amendment-to-amendment 

Committee,  we  support  the  pas  g  ^  started  to  acknowl- 

No.  38-2.  With  this  I  besides 

edge  the  divers®  uniqueness  f  as  they  include 

football  in  21  sports.  The  NCAA  must  examine 

?£t”^ge  oftu  am"ndment.to.amen^ent  as  it  observes  some 

flexibility  along  this  narrtw  by  Division  1  (298-25, 

n  (HS-IO,  eight  absUnfons), 

roll-call  voteM  /University  of  Southern  California);  On 

beLTf  o?[he  PacStlO  Conference,  1  would  like  to  move  Amendment- 
to-amendment  No.  38-4 
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tions.  Water  polo  was  inadvertently  omitted  when  the  swimming  and 
diving  exceptions  were  proposed.  With  your  help,  we  would  like  to 
rectify  this  omission  at  this  time.  Just  a  note,  the  Presidents 
Commission  does  not  oppose  this  proposal.  •  •  -i 

[Proposal  No.  38-4  (Page  A-70)  was  approved  by  Division  1  (249- 
55,  22  abstentions)  and  by  Division  11  (155-20,  18  abstentions), 

roll-call  vote.]  . 

Joan  C.  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  Mr. 
President,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to- 
amendmcnt  No.  38-12. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  adoption  of  Proposal  38-12  will  eliminate  the  requirement  that 
the  student-athletes  may  not  miss  class  time  for  practice  or  competition 
activities  in  the  nontraditional  season.  In  many  institutions,  the 
student-athlete  will  be  involved  in  competition  (i.e.,  conference 
tournaments  that  occur  during  the  nontraditional  segment)  which  is 
necessary  for  the  student-athletes  to  miss  a  class.  The  bylaws  provide 
adequate  safeguards  to  ensure  that  student-athletes  miss  classes 
only  for  activities  related  to  away  contests  and  contests  in  conjunction 
with  tournaments.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  better  to  miss  a  few  classes 
both  semesters  rather  than  all  classes  in  one  semester.  It  is  also 
important  to  many  schools  where  weather  is  a  factor.  I^is  is 
supported  by  the  Presidents  Commission,  the  Council  and  the 

Conference  of  Commissioners.  .  .  t/oqc 

[Proposal  No.  38-1 2  (Page  A-74)  was  approved  by  Division  I  (28b- 
43)  and  Division  II  (169-23),  roll-call  votes.]  i: 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin):  On  behail  oi 
the  sponsors,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to- 
amendment  No.  38-5. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  would  like  to  challenge  Interpretation  15-F,  which  would  apply  to 
Amend  men ts-to-amendment  38-5  and  38-8.  The  intent  of  the  sponsors 
was  to  reduce  the  number  of  weeks  that  students  could  be  out  of  tcwn 
for  competition  and,  therefore,  reduce  the  number  of  classes  missed  to 
19  weeks  in  Proposal  38-5  and  21  weeks  in  No.  38-8,  which  is  less  than 
the  proposed  22-  and  24-week  periods  in  other  segmentational 

tournaments.  .  ,  , 

Since  the  number  of  total  weeks  is  reduced,  we  want  a  maximum 
flexibility  with  no  requirement  that  the  weeks  be  designated  consec¬ 
utively.  We  want  the  golf  team  to  be  able  to  play  in  a  tournament  in 
September,  none  in  October,  one  in  November  and  still  play  the 
majority  of  their  season  in  the  spring.  We  want  to  encourage  spring 
travel  and  outward  time  that  you  can  miss  from  consecutive  classes. 
We  feel  that  the  defeat  of  this  interpretation  will  result  in  taking  the 
1 9  or  21  weeks  any  time  during  the  academic  year  that  best  manages 
the  sport  and  calendar  at  institutions,  but  you  could  not  break  any  one 

week  into  multiple  pieces.  .  .  ,  mi  i  ^ 

Thomas  E.  Yeager  (Colonial  Athletic  Association):  The  Interpre¬ 
tations  Committee,  in  recommending  Interpretation  F  which  was 


314 


1991  Convention  Proceedings 


RovS:  CommUtierso  I  rare},  h?-  ^rtun  ty 

rfSSfe  or  s 

Nos.  38-5  and  38-»,  not  to  i^o.  oo  24-week  limit.  It  would 

Nos.  38-5  and  38-10  would  not  «  26, 22- or  24JMK  l 

Tsjrtc  3ft  5  and  38-8  I  believe  that  those,  whatever 
sfodfy  days  would  still  bo  limited  to  whatever 

amendments,  that  specri^r  consecutive  time  into  those. 

was  defeated^ 

‘^hT"^aSt' ~endment  undercut  the  in^nt  of 
p  rurtcnl'ftft  which  is  to  compress  and  bunch  practice  and  p  ay  g 

throughout  the  academic  year.  I  00.5  However,  it 

S  h"nteUhrs1eLS  thOTply  in^a  catncula^ather 
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a  voluntary  rather  than  a  mandatory  basis.  So,  for  these  reasons  we 

would  encourage  the  defeat  of  No.  38-5.  .  s  mi 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin).  The  sponsors 
of  this  amendment  are  very  sympathetic  to  the  desires  of  college 
presidents  to  legislate  a  46-week  period  of  time  when  no  organized 
practices  can  occur  and  when  athletes  can  experience  the  other 
aspects  of  college  life.  However,  it  is  important  to  realize  that  No. 

10,  which  is  coming  up,  and  Proposal  38  in  the  main  motion  and  other 
practice-  and  playing-seasons  segmentation  proposals,  will  create  a 
bench  and  curved  system  in  the  case  of  team  sports  playing  22  weeks 
worth  of  hours  and  practices  followed  by  no  organized  practice  at  all, 
except  for  voluntary  practices  where  young  people  can  practice  on 
their  own  with  no  teachers  around  to  correct  their  errors  or  technique 

or  effort.  ,  ,  , 

No.  35-5  and  No.  35-8  allow  for  individual  sports  to  have  no  more 
practices  than  any  other  proposal.  One  hundred  thirty-two  practices 
total  in  the  case  of  team  sports  and  144  in  the  case  of  individual 
sports.  However,  by  spreading  those  practices  out  over  a  longer  period 
of  time,  it  creates  a  system  where  there  will  be  fewer  practices  per 
week,  where  athletes  will  have  more  balanced  lives,  a  system  in 
which  athletes  can  experience  what  the  college  has  to  offer  year 
round.  Under  this  more  flexible  system,  southern-belt  schools  will  not 
have  the  advantage  over  institutions  more  frequently  bound  to 
inclement  weather.  Coaches  will  be  more  likely  to  excuse  student- 
athletes  from  practice  or  for  extra  study  time  and  extra  recovery  from 
all  these  injuries  or  other  reasons,  because  those  practices  can  be 
madeupoutsideof  a  segmented  period  of  weeks. 

A  coach  is  not  as  likely  to  be  as  sympathetic  if  he  or  she  knows  that 
no  practice  is  possible  outside  of  the  22-week  period.  This  proposal 
would  eliminate  the  complicated  legislation  related  to  the  traditional 
or  noncompetition  seasons  but  would  not  create  any  additional 
burden  of  record-keeping.  We  will  all  have  to  keep  daily  practice-hour 
records,  and  this  will  be  a  lot  easier  figuring  weeks  than  daily  hours. 
This  would  decrease  the  likelihood  that  a  nonpractice  period  becomes 
a  facade.  I  urge  you  to  think  about  the  way  the  athletes  should  balance 

^^Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  As  Mr.  Delaney  said 
a  moment  ago,  the  effect  of  this  proposal,  if  adopted,  would  permit 
practice  throughout  the  entire  academic  year.  As  such,  Mr.  President, 
I  would  ask  you  whether  indeed  this  is  in  order,  because  there  is  in 
existence  a  26-week  team  limitation  on  playing  and  practice  season. 
This  would  permit  playing  and  practice  for  the  entire  academic  year. 
I  don’t  believe  that  you  can  adopt  a  longer  practice  season  than 
currently  exists  when  the  basic  proposal  is  to  reduce  the  length  of  the 
practice  season.  I  ask  for  a  ruling  of  the  parliamentanan  and  the 

chair  on  that  point.  . 

Mr.  Witte:  I  am  going  to  rule  the  proposal  is  in  order,  but  with  the 
understanding  that  it  cannot  go  beyond  the  132  days  within  the 
academic  year.  Thus,  I  agree  with  your  premise  that  we  cannot  in  this 
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p,^essgobeyondthecapofweeksallowed.TheruUngisthatNo.38- 
^  NO,. 

adoption  of  Amendment-to-ainendme 

(The  'notion  was  sKondedO  institution  in  an  individual 

Adoption  of  No.  38-10  ^  j  x  segments  in  individual 

sport  to  conduct  traditiona  exceed  24  weeks,  or  to  select  for  an 

sports,  the  total  Official  season,  which  may  consist  of  two 

individual  sport  144  days.  This  is  supported  by 

JSISSTho  pTeX^^^  Commission  and  the  conference  commis- 
"XhnW.K«ykendaU(D^^^^^^^^ 

ing  institutions  are  gratified  at  th  Council.  Amend- 

supported  by  P^^esi  provide  for  fair  practice  and  competi- 

ment-to-amendment  ^  uh  the  proper  allowance  for 

five  opportunities  in  individual  s]^rts,  w^h^^^^^  ^ 

significant  differences  ,Ud 

inactive  calendars.  It  reduces  stress  on  student- 

'a?E?toth  a"ioaUy  a"nd  athletically.  We  urge  full  support  for 

its  passage.  ,  .  ^Paee  A-73)  was  adopted  by  Division  I  (308- 

‘leToi^tenSlTnd  Division  II  (180-9,  one  abstenhon).  roll- 
call  votes.]  .  at  Austin);  On  behalf  of 

the°s^nt>t  Wd“uke"S  mov’^  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to- 
amendment  No.  38-11. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.!  .  •  and  conditioning  for 

Eight  hours  per  “  h®,„ever  thetadividual  sports  have 

StSTy  three’  or  four  hours  a  week  in  the 

weight  room  or  in  “HmenfNfsS^’wfcan  assure  that  many  of 

If  we  t^ptto  a^ndme^No. 

our  coaches  would  not  Object  expect  the 

of  supervised  amount  of  tim^e  in  voluntary  practice. 

players  to  spend  a  considerable  amou  individual  sports 

Eugene  F.  (Atlantic  Coast^i^onfore^^^^ 

the  Council,  I  allow  student-athletes  in  individual 

r;,rts^t::p?rU^tein.p.c.Ice,^^^^^^^^ 

StyhiTseatn  for  a“Smum  of  eight  hours  per  week.  It  is  the 
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Council’s  position  that  Proposal  No.  38-E  should  remain  applicable 
for  the  student-athletes  participating  in  both  team  and  individual 
snorts 

[Proposal  No.  38-11  (Page  A-74)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  (26- 

299,  five  abstentions)  and  by  Division  II  (13-177,  two  abstentions), 

roll-call  votes.]  ,  ^  r  ..u 

Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific- 10  Conference);  On  behalf  of  the 
Council  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Amendment-to-amendment  No.  38-15,  which  is  essentially  a  house¬ 
keeping  motion  to  handle  those  sports  that  have  a  spring  traditional 
season  but  do  participate  in  the  fall.  That  was  an  overlooked  item.  I 
urge  your  support. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ^.  .  .  t/oic 

(Proposal  No.  38-15  (Page  A-75)  was  adopted  by  Division  I  (316- 

7)  and  by  Division  II  (186-7,  one  abstention),  roll-call  votes.] 
Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Council  of  Ivy  Group  of  Presidents):  On 
behalf  of  the  sponsors,  I  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment 
No.  38-16. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

No  38-16  applies  to  that  portion  of  the  main  motion— the  main 
motion  that  the  Ivy  Group  supports— that  provides  that  during  the 
academic  year  a  student-athlete  playing  on  an  institutional  team 
cannot  engage  in  competition  on  an  organized  outside  team.  For 
those  institutions  that  choose  not  to  avail  themselves  of  the  full 
permissible  season,  however,  we  have  just  defined  those  seasons,  their 
athletes  will  not  be  permitted  to  engage  in  any  organized  athl^ics 
competition  unless  amendment  38-16  passes.  That  will  leave,  fden, 
their  institution  in  the  position  of  having  to  choose  to  extend  the 
institutional  season  with  its  mandatory  nature  and  pass  what  the 
institution  proposes  to  do  otherwise.  That  will  both  increase  costs 
and  place  additional  demands  on  student-athletes  at  the  very  time 
when  we  are  trying  to  remedy. 

No.  38-16  will  allow  students  at  those  institutions,  which  are  not 
placing  the  maximum  permissible  demands  on  them,  to  engage  in 
organized  outside  competition,  the  total  of  which  together  with  the 
institution’s  season  will  not  exceed  limits  provideih 

A  moment  ago,  a  speaker  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the 
Commission  indicated  a  preference  for  what  he  called  a  voluntary 
rather  than  a  mandatory  approach  to  athletics  activity.  That  is 
precisely  what  we  hope  to  accomplish  with  No.  38-16.  So,  those 
institutions  that  do  not  have  the  maximum  permissible  mandatory 
activities  will  still  have  for  their  athletes  the  opportunity  for  some 
organized  athletics  activity  outside  the  institution  s  limited  use  of  an 
NCAA  season.  We  urge  the  adoption  of  No.  38-16. 

Johnson  D.  Bowie  (National  Soccer  Coaches  Association):  On 
behalf  of  the  National  Soccer  Coaches  Association,  I  would  like  to 
briefly  endorse  what  Jeff  Orleans  said.  There  are  many  soccer 
programs  in  the  country  that  don’t  have  a  nontraditional  season. 
Since  club  ball  or  outside  teams  have  been  in  existence,  intercollegiate 
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soccer  has  been  involved;  and  there  would  be  a  tendeiicy  ^  » 

demand  on  campuses  for  nontraditional  seasons,  which  will  bring 

Slem  o?  demand  on  facilities  that  are  taxed  in 

additional  staff  and  budget  indications.  We  supjwrt  No.  3M 6  and 
hope  that  you  will  go  in  the  direction  so  we  can  have  outside  team 

^""cTnoVamontozzi  [St.  Francis  College  (New  Yoric)]  I  speak  in 
favor  of  this  proposal.  I  am  troubled  by  what  Proposal  38  wiH  do  to  the 
bulk  of  the  soccer  programs.  I  was  this  past  summer  with  the  United 
States  Soccer  Team,  at  the  world  competition.  The  media  was  advised 
that  in  soccer  the  United  States  is  a  third-world  country.  By  the  end 
of  the  competition ,  we  were  classified  as  an  emer^ng  country,  occ 
is  developing  mighty  fast  in  this  country.  Ten  million  youngsters  are 
playing  Lccer.  But  to  start  developing  soccer,  it  must  be  all  yea^  ^ng 
on  the  club  level.  If  we  do  not  pass  this  proposition,  this  proposal,  I 
fear  that  a  lot  of  students  will  choose  to  back  off  instead  of  going  o 
college  and  continuing  with  their  traditional  program.  I  arge  you  to 
votefn  favor  so  that  we  can  still  have  some  soccer  on  the  outside  and 
we  will  have  the  emerging  of  soccer  in  this  county.  ,  j 

Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  The  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Commission  urge  the  defeat  of  this  proposal  because  of 
the  feature  that  will  effectively  remove  the  limitation  oti  the  number 
S  contests  a  student- athlete  might  participate  in  dunng  the  year 
during  the  combination  of  university  and  •_ 

Robert  J.  Myslik  (Princeton  University):  I  would  like  to  speak  in 
favor  of  No.  38-16.  Two  of  the  important  themes  of  this  and  recent 
Conventions  are  cost  containment  and  the  ability  of  student- athletes 
to  participate  in  organized  sport-related  activity  within  certain 
ovemll  time  limitations.  The  purpose  of  this 

situations  where  these  two  objectives  come  ["to  conflict  on  an 
individual  campus  to  the  detriment  of  mdiyidual  V® 

for  reasons  of  cost  containment  an  institution  does  not  declare  a 
nontraditional  season  in  a  particular  sport,  student-athletes  in  that 
sport  will  be  deprived  of  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  organized 
sport-related  activities  for  a  portion  of  the  allowable  maximum 

"^Thiranirndment  will  eliminate  such  a  conflict 
student-athletes  in  this  situation  to  participate  on  an  outside  team  as 
bng  as  his  or  her  total  participation  dunng  the  academic  year  ^oesni 
exceed  the  allowable  number  of  weeks.  This  amendment,  therefore,  is 
clearly  within  the  spirit  of  this  Convention.  Monitoring  an  individual 
athlete’s  activities  should  not  be  made  more  difficult  if  this  amendment 

J^»ey  n’orkiSrCcluncil  of  Ivy  Group  of  Presidents);  I  would 
like  to  add  one  comment  in  response  to  the  Council  s  concern, 
that  a  student-athlete  in  this  circumstance  might  play  more 
contests  than  the  total  contest  limits,  but  she  or  he  would  not  play 
more  collegiate  contests.  Indeed,  under  the  full-permissible  se^on, 
which  the  Council  has  endorsed,  the  student-athlete  would  have  more 
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required,  mandatory  institutional  activity  than  would  be  true  of  an 
institution  that  would  need  to  meet  provisions  of  No.  38-16,  which  by 
definition  would  apply  only  in  those  cases  where  the  institution  had 
relieved  the  student  of  institutional  obligation,  which  is  permissible 
under  the  legislation  sponsored  by  the  Council.  We  would  think  that 
the  results  of  this  proposal  are  certainly  no  worse  than  the  general- 
season  arrangement  that  we  support,  which  the  Council  has  proposed. 
[Proposal  No.  38-16  (Page  A-76)  was  defeated  by  Division  I  (77- 
246,  three  abstentions)  and  by  Division  II  (56-138,  one  abstention), 
roll-call  votes.) 

Donna  A.  Lopiano  (University  of  Texas  at  Austin):  On  behalf  of 
the  sponsors,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No. 
38-17. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  sponsors  would  appreciate  your  support  of  No.  38  17,  which 
permits  coaches  of  individual  sports  to  coach  their  own  athletes  on 
outside  teams  during  the  summer,  but  retains  this  prohibition  for 
coaches  of  team  sports.  Currently,  team  sports  baseball,  softball  and 
water  polo,  have  such  a  rule  in  place  for  summer  and  it  appears 
reasonable  to  extend  this  prohibition  to  the  remaining  team  sports.  It 
is  not  desirable  to  apply  this  rule  to  individual  sports  because  the  very 
best  college  coaches  would  have  an  advantage  over  all  other  college 
coaches  enabling  the  rich  to  get  richer. 

Any  team  sponsoring  the  national  team  training  programs  will 
allow  the  best  coaches  to  coach  their  own  athletes  during  the  summer 
under  exception  provisions  of  Bylaw  14.8.6.  Other  college  coaches 
will  not  be  able  to  have  similar  access  to  their  athletes.  This  is  a 
tremendous  recruiting  advantage.  The  individual  sports  will  still  be 
under  the  prohibition  of  summer  practice  financed  and  sponsored  by 
their  institutions,  so  this  amendment  only  has  the  effect  of  permitting 
college  coaches  to  maintain  their  affiliation  with  outside  sport  clubs, 
which  may  include  currently  their  own  athletes.  This  amendment 
overcomes  the  objections  of  many  who  have  expressed  concern  over 
the  appropriate  impact  of  out-of-season  restrictions  on  this. 

Last  but  not  least,  if  you  pass  this  one,  I  promise  not  to  come  to  the 
microphone  again  during  this  Convention. 

Joan  C.  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  I  move  in 
support  of  Donna’s  proposal  and  her  not  coming  back  to  the  micro 
phone.  (Laughter)  But,  seriously,  I  move  in  support  of  No.  38-17.  I 
think  it  does  give  our  individual  coaches  the  flexibility  that  we  need. 
The  Council  also  supports  it. 

Thomas  C.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  Just  to  add  to  that, 
the  Presidents  Commission  also  supports  this  proposal. 

President  Witte:  Thank  you.  I  think  the  motion  is  strictly  what 
appears  in  the  printed  Program  without  collateral  benefits  being 
attached.  (Laughter) 

[Proposal  No.  38-17  (Page  A-76)  was  adopted  by  Division  I  (298- 
29,  one  abstention)  and  by  Division  H  (183-13),  roll-call  votes.) 
{NOTE:  Motions  to  vote  separately  on  Proposal  No.  38,  Sections  E 
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md  K  for  Division  I  and  the  spirit 

Alan  J.  Hauser  (Appa  butin  light  of  this 

of  Proposal  3S  1  think  of  Us  welUnten  . 

group’s  decision  not  to  remow  htmarc,  folks,  1  don’t 

vote  tor  it.  This  is  going  ^  'XkSprrfck  of  this  20  hour  rule. 

a  difficult  time  doing  that  ^  Dakota):  We  are  in  support  of 

Terry  Wanless  (University  here  in  relationship  to 

No  38.  1  did  make  the  poXts  and  1  think  we  are 

Section  H,  reducing  the  nunjber  pcti’ve  a  public  relations 

missing,  at  .^^u^pLv^from38to34  many  of  our  institutions 

concept  By  reducing  ice  hockey  frj^38to^^^^ 

are  losing  a  significant  .  -  ^.^cess  of  $35,000  to  $50,000. 

many  of  our  institutions,  per  garn  making  a  great  sacrifice  to 

I  only  say  that  because  I  thm  a  ^ 

Sfmfdtar^eT;  ^[^^mendous  price  to  be  paid  in  this  effort. 

speak  to  the  Division  11  athletics  direct^  _ ^  ^^_d  ^ 

whole  proposal  down,  because  adding  more  and  more 

eligibility  coordinator  and  NCAA  P  P  II  can  afford 

administrative  go  along  on  a  “me-too” 

legislation  and  I  advise  Division  11  to 

concerned.  We  favor  Proposal  38  howeve^^^^^^^  ^ 

reduction  of  scholarships  vary  from  a  cut  of  around 

confused  as  to  why  the  other  sports-that 

nine  percent  in  some  ^^^We  think  there  is  some  type  of 

other  sport  being  track  Why  is  there  such  a 

situation  here  that  we  don  t  understand 

discrepancy  among  the  sports  resenting  a  conference 

Z  has  loug  had  the  Mnds  of  hmds  wh.ch  38 

cannot  vote^ 

Divisions  1  and  IL  iKat  the  Council  and  the 

At  the  very  least,  it  in  which  conferences 

Commission  could  propose  ^  y  this  system  and  we  could 

could  have  tried  ^  it  might  have  been  and  then 

;Uad  on  August  I  is  a 
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nroDosal  that  cannot  be  fine-tuned  during  the  year  but  which  will 
coStute  a  breach  of  the  constitution  and  bylaws  of  this  Association, 

enhJprt  to  enforcement  by  the  infractions  committee. 

1^;  Mel  rs  not  put  ourselves  in  the  position  "f 

crLting  such  vast  potential  for  violation  or  the  potential  to  disregard 
Ifire  very  iiiportant  section.  It  also  seems  to  me  that  in  tl« 
onirit  of  Dick  Schultz’  Comments  about  deregulation  and  cost  control 
^  rtPPfl  not  rush  from  no  regulation  to  such  complete  expensive 

aMinst  ail  of  Proposal  38  for  this  particular  reason,  but  ^eems  to 
^  that  No.  38  is  so  fundamentally  flawed  that  each  of  us  should  ask 
himself  and  herself  before  voting  whether  we  ought  not  to  do  with 

J^^Toy  (Unive^^^^  of  Denver):  We  would  like  to  challenge, 
if  H  is  appropriate,  at  this  time  the  interpretation  of  Amendment-to- 

^"it  is^^r^ndersSnding  that  it  has  been  determined  that  those  that 
had  contracts  prior  to  November  15  in  the  sport  of  ice  hockey  would  be 
autS  totubmit  those  contracts  to  the  Association,  and 

if  annroved  would  receive  a  waiver  so  they  might  piay 
34  g'L'^^r.n  r  coming  ice  hockey  season.  We  have  three 

'"^F^rstot  alUn'the  Western  Collegiate  Hockey  Association,  we  have 
already  done  our  scheduling  in  advance  as  is  very  common  most 
sports.  Secondly,  we  have  verbal  «Sreeme"ts  with  the  sever^ 
teams  throughout  the  country  as  well  as  with  the  arenas.  1  hird  y, 
understand  that  some  teams,  some  coaches  some  athletics  dep  - 
rvaon+Q  hMd  urior  knowledge  of  this  November  15  deadline.  i..onse 
quently,  they  somehow  miraculously  had  all  their  contracts  m  p  acc 
prior  to  the  Lnouncement  of  the  November  15  date;  whereas,  other 

institutions  were  not  given  this  opportunity.  enfftrpet  that 

We  would  like  to  challenge  this  interpretation  and  suggest  that 
another  mechanism  be  found  that  would  allow  for  a  level  playing  field 

'"Thomas  E.^Yeager  (Colonial  Athletic  Association):  As  chair  of 
the  Interpretations  Committee,  the  interpretation  that  submitted 

applies  to  any  sport  that  has  a  written  contract.  The  publication  date 
of  November  15  was  the  publication  date  that  existed  in  the  first 
publication  of  legislation  and  was  distributed  to  all  '^ht^itions^The 
interpretation  is  similar  to  that  that  has  been  applied  in  any  number 
of  other  occasions  where  there  has  been  a  change  m 
whether  it  be  games,  employment  contracts.  We  feel  it  entirely 
appropriate  and  it  is  consistent  with  how  the  Association  has  dealt 
with  those  contractual  matters  in  the  past.  qq  q  1 

[The  motion  to  challenge  the  interpretation  of  No.  38-8 
Gregory  M.  St.  L.  O’Brien  (University  of  New  Orleans).  Mr 
President,  once  again,  the  cost  reduction  committee, 
the  Presidents  Commission  are  submitting  ^ 

comprehensive  and  well-planned-out  program.  The  difficulties  of 
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reporting,  I  think,  need  to  be  put  in  balance  against  the  importance 
of  reducing  the  time  demand  on  the  student-athlete  week  after 
It  is  for  this  reason  I  urge  the  support  of  Proposal  No.  38,  as  amended. 

Samuel  L.  Becker  (University  of  Iowa):  One  of  the  concerns  that 
I  have  heard  consistently  about  athletics  in  the  4()  years  I  have  been 
teaching  at  the  university  level  has  been  the  ever-increasing  amount 
of  time  that  is  demanded  of  the  student-athletes  in  order  to  compete 
at  this  level  with  the  other  institutions  around  the  country.  One  of  the 
things  that  came  out  of  the  NCAA  study  clearly  was  athletes’ 
concern  about  the  amount  of  time  being  demanded  of  them. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  particular  piece  of  legislation,  more  than 
any  other  that  we  have  considered  in  these  couple  of  days,  does  much 
to  bring  some  sense  to  all  of  this.  I  would  strongly  urge  support  of 

Proposal  No.  38.  j  j  u 

(Proposal  No.  38  (Page  A-57)  was  adopted  as  amended  by 
Proposal  Nos.  38-1,  38-2,  38-4,  38-10,  38-12,  38-15  and  38-17. 
Parts  A-I  and  K-M  adopted  by  Division  I  (299-28,  two  abstentions) 
and  by  Division  II  (166-24,  one  abstention);  Part  J  adopted  by 
Divisions  I  and  II  (535-57,  three  abstentions).  All  roll-call  votes.] 

Thursday  Morning,  January  10, 1991 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  8:05  a.m.,  with  President  Witte 

presiding.  ,  .  wr 

President  Witte:  Will  the  delegates  please  take  their  seats.  We 
are  almost  ready  to  go.  I  believe  that  it  is  time  to  call  the  business 
session  to  order. 

SUPPLEMENT  TO 

MEMORIAL  RESOLUTIONS  COMMITTEE  REPORT 

James  Doyle  (DePaul  University):  Mr.  Chair  and  delegates,  in 
addition  to  those  individuals  recognized  on  Monday,  please  add  the 
following: 

George  Beasley,  Fisk  University 

Joseph  Healey.  Hofstra  University 

Karl  Hendricks.  Valparaiso  University 

James  Henry,  La  Salle  University 

Edwin  Kimball.  Brigham  Young  University 

Capt.  Elliott  Loughlin,  U.S.  Naval  Academy 

Dan  Mullin,  Geneseo  State  University  College 

L.  A.  "Lefty"  Olson,  Augustana  College 

Raymond  Schilcher,  Northern  Iowa  University 

Lonnie  Small.  Campbell  University 

Jack  Suydan,  Central  Connecticut  State  University 

James  Witham.  Northern  Iowa  University 

Francis  Woods.  Cortland  State  University 

Please  stand  and  observe  a  moment  of  silence  for  those  who  have 
gone  before  us. 
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PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

{NOTE:  'Die  program  was  reordered  to  consider  Proposal  Nos.  47 
through  57.  j 

Amendments— Division  Business  Sessions 

Asa  N.  Green  (Livingston  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
Commission  and  the  Council,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  47. 

IThe  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  Presidents  Commission  joins  the  Council  in  supporting  this 
proposal,  which  is  a  logical  extension  of  the  federated  approach  that 
has  evolved  in  this  Association  over  the  past  several  years.  It  simply 
allows  the  divisions  to  vote  separately  within  their  division  on 
appropriate  bylaws  that  may  affect  more  than  one  division.  We  think 
that  most  members  would  prefer  to  discuss  the  issues  in  their  own 
business  sessions  rather  than  in  the  large  general  session,  and  we 
think  that  this  will  tend  to  make  our  process  more  efficient  and 
streamlined. 

Frequently,  we  are  more  expeditious  in  our  discussions  within  our 
division  than  in  the  general  session.  So,  I  would  urge  the  support  of 
Proposal  47. 1  might  point  out  that  in  the  poll  of  the  presidents  prior 
to  the  Convention,  this  proposal  was  overwhelmingly  favored  by 
some  78  percent  of  the  presidents  who  responded. 

James  Jarrett  (Old  Dominion  University):  Proposal  47  will 
ensure  a  more  efficient  legislative  process  without  negatively  impact¬ 
ing  the  opportunity  for  membership  participation.  The  membership 
structure  committee  and  the  Council  support  Proposal  No.  47,  and  I 
urge  your  support  of  it.  ^ 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  behalf  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I  urge  support 
of  Proposal  47.  No.  47  provides  greater  federation  and  enables 
divisions  to  make  their  own  legislative  determinations  in  their  own 
business  sessions  and  further  enhances  the  administrative  efficiency 

of  the  NCAA.  . 

[Proposal  No.  47  (Page  A- 102)  was  approved  by  all  three  divisions 

(655-75,  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote.] 

Separate  Voting— Division  I 

R.  Gerald  Turner  (University  of  Mississippi):  I  move  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  48. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  would  also  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No. 
48-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

No.  48-1  is  in  the  amendments  distributed  to  you  here  at  the 
Convention.  It  is  sponsored  by  the  NCAA  Council  at  the  request  of  the 
membership  structure  committee  and  it  simply  delays  the  effective 
date  for  Proposal  48  by  two  years.  Speaking  on  behalf  of  the 
membership  structure  committee  and  the  Presidents  Commission,  I 
would  like  to  discuss  both  the  main  proposal  and  the  amendment  to 
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a.Th.s  proposal  would  donott.in^^ 

was  taken  six  years  ago.  I- A  and  the  remainder 

StSreiSi-efsepa™^^^  on  anrendmonts  to  n.ost  of 

the  rest 

separately  on  such  !?bcr  of  clntefts,  so  on,  and  just  abMt 

standards,  .seasons  number  One  of  the  few 

every  bylaw  governing  P  ,  ,  i  •  authorization  is  the  one 

federated  areas  that  .s  not  ''^„\^?‘„®rstudent.athlete.  This 

treated  here,  the  i-A^and  the  rest  of  the  members  m 

limitation  if  it  chose  to  ^nechanisms  of  rescinding  a 

You  also  have  the  P  .  ■+  Division  I  is  opposed  and  do 

subdivision;s  actions  if  the  maj  recommended  by  the 

not  agree  with  It.  The  de  ay  Division  I  member  who  might  be 

committee,  is  reassurance  to  a  y  ,  Division  I- A  have  no 

concerned  with  this  legislation.  gj.^issible.  The  actions  of  this 

plan  to  increase  the  amount  ,tie  same 

Convention  should  exists  in  recruiting,  eligibility 

S"S.i^%Sart  and  the  other  bylaws  that  have  been 

permitted  to  be  handled  on  a  federawd  baSM.  a„,„nomy  and 

Vcco  J.  Carzo  ^fts  Univer^yl^Mn  Cha^,  1  a^^^^ 

Hughes  (Centra. 

proposal.  A- 104)  was  adopted  by  all  divisions 

(684-59,  four  abstentions),  roll-call  vot  d  ^ 

David  B.  Wagner  'avoVof  ProjlSal  No.  48  for  a 

wish  to  speak  as  a  division  and  its  timing.  We  have 

couple  of  different  reasons.  F.rst  s  pinncipK  ^ 

discussed  this  „i  with  within  its  own  session.  Secondly, 

or  1- AA  or  l  AAA  does  not  deal  with  within  us  o^^^^  Association,  We 

we  have  talked  about  diversity  and  ,  .  xu  •  diversity.  Thirdly,  it 

need  to  continue  legisbtion  Lcept  that 

that  perceived  concept. 
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If  we  were  to  look  exactly  at  what  would  happen  with  this  passing, 
and  fully  understand  the  power  that  we  have  to  rescind  any  nonfoot¬ 
ball  legislation,  a  federated  provision  adopted  by  either  division  may 
be  rescinded  by  a  majority  vote  of  all  members  of  Division  I  present 
and  voting.  I  assume  that  to  mean  that  if  scholarship  limits  are 
increased  in  basketball,  in  tennis,  cross  country  or  whatever,  that 
Division  I  can  rescind  that  by  a  majority  vote,  which  is  no  different 
than  voting  incidents  in  normal  ballots. 

If  it  is  a  football  issue,  it  will  take  two-thirds  to  rescind  it.  It  is 
inconceivable  that  Division  I-A  would  increase  the  limits  of  aid  in 
football  only  and  not  have  an  effect  on  the  other  sports.  If  it  were  to 
affect  the  other  sports,  then  Division  I  would  also  have  an  opportunity 
to  rescind  it.  I  urge  your  support. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Council  of  Ivy  Group  of  Presidents);  Mr. 
President,  I  would  urge  the  delegates  to  defeat  this  proposal.  We  have 
already  enacted  in  the  last  few  days  substantially  stronger  member¬ 
ship  requirements  for  Division  1,  which  will  assure  over  time  that 
whatever  similarity  we  want  to  put  together  with  our  diversity  will, 
in  fact,  occur.  We  have  grant-in-aid  requirements,  scheduling  require¬ 
ments  and  we  will,  in  fact,  become  less  diverse  and  a  more  similar 
division.  But  this  issue  of  separate  financial  aid  controls  will,  in  fact, 
fragment  Division  I.  It  has  a  potential  for  a  Division  IV  super- 
division  concept,  which  Division  I  has  continuously  and  repeatedly 
rejected. 

It  would  permit  the  divisions  in  Division  I,  which  exist  under  the 
structure  of  the  constitution  only  for  football  purposes,  to  create  in 
effect  different  sports  and  then  different  championships  in  every 
sport  by  altering  the  value  of  the  grant-in-aid  in  any  sport,  one 
division  at  a  time.  We  would  slowly  but  surely  in  that  event,  because 
of  the  different  recruiting  advantages  that  would  accrue  in  the 
different  divisions,  have  very  different  competition  in  any  sport  in 
which  this  happens.  We  would  at  that  point  be  forcing  schools  out  of 
Division  I  and  then  within  Division  1 1  which  would  in  effect  upset  the 
balance  and  structure  of  that  division. 

There  is  no  football-related  reason  for  doing  this  in  Division  I.  It  is 
purely  and  simply,  in  my  view,  a  reconstitution  of  the  old  Division  IV 
concept.  If  that  is  what  we  should  be  voting  on,  let  it  be  proposed  and 
let  us  discuss  it  on  its  merits  and  vote  it  up  or  down.  On  this  single 
issue,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  concept  of  federation  has  already  gone 
far  enough.  1  would  urge  the  delegates  in  all  divisions,  having  already 
given  the  conference  of  conferences  and  the  Council  and  the  Commis¬ 
sion  much  of  what  they  seek  in  federation,  to  stop  here  and  be  cautious 
here  and  to  reject  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  48  (Page  A-103)  was  defeated  by  all  divisions  (479- 
264, 14  abstentions),  two-thirds  approval  required,  roll-call  vote.] 
Multidivision  Classification— Men’s  and  Women’s  Sports 

Joan  C.  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  I  would 
like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  49. 
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in  a  different  division  than  its  -nenV 

three  such  requests  have 

your  support  University):  As  Joan  said,  we  have 

Two  of  them  o^  in  this  case  more  appropri- 

nroDOsal  would  prevent  that  from  happening  in  me  lu  >  ,  ^ 

Multidivision  Classification— Womens  r. 

Joan  C  Cronan  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxv.lle).  Mr. 
President,  I  move  the  adoptiori  of  Proposal  No.  50. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  ^ 

tL  is  very  similar  .‘o  the  p^ous  lTnst"lt 

consent  item  because  it 

should  be  noted  that  a  Division  11  or  ^ 

dwfJe™  no  reason  X'^t  should  be  allowed  to  put  its  women’s 
and  we  see  no  reason  ^  ^  appreciated. 

'tSra^thewordlngofP^^^^^ 
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exemption  to  a  general  rule  against  multidivision  classification. 

I  feel  that  this  lack  of  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  coupled  with  a 
surprising  effective  date— September  1,  1991— poses  significant 
problems  for  the  continued  viability  of  our  women’s  basketball 
program.  I  ask  you  to  defeat  Proposal  50. 

[Proposal  No.  50  (Page  A-105)  was  adopted  by  all  three  divisions 
(286-37,  three  abstentions,  Division  I;  133-51,  three  abstentions. 
Division  II;  192-50,  four  abstentions,  Division  III),  roll-call 
votes.] 

Multidivision  Classification— Divisions  II  and  III 

Jerry  M.  Hughes  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  Speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal 
No.  51. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  would  also  like  to  move  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  51-1. 
[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

I  will  speak  to  both  of  these  proposals.  I  think  the  amendment-to- 
amondment  docs  not  change  the  basic  proposal,  just  the  intent  of  the 
basic  proposal.  As  everyone  knows,  the  membership  structure 
committee  is  vehemently  opposed  to  multidivision  classification.  It 
believes  the  majority  of  the  NCAA  membership  agrees  with  that 
opposition  because  only  a  small  number  of  schools  uses  multidivision 
classification  opportunities. 

Frankly,  we  would  like  to  do  away  with  all  multidivision  classifica¬ 
tion  so  each  division  will  be  consistent  in  its  athletics  philosophy  for 
all  sports.  During  our  deliberations,  however,  we  realized  that  there 
are  certain  noted  circumstances  in  which  the  ideal  may  not  be 
achieved.  We  have  cases  in  which  a  Division  II  or  Division  III 
institution  has  had  a  long-standing  commitment  to  and  reputation  in 
a  certain  sport  at  a  higher  level.  We  have  a  few  cases  in  which  the 
nature  of  the  sport,  ice  hockey  being  a  prime  example,  means  that  an 
institution  has  made  a  financial  commitment  to  a  playing  facility 
and  that  facility  could  become  a  major  financial  problem  in  a  lower- 
level  competition. 

We  tend  to  be  pragmatic  in  our  approach  to  these  new  situations. 
This  proposal  says  Division  II  or  III  institutions  could  not  be 
classified  in  Division  I  except  that  there  would  be  a  procedure  by 
which  a  Division  I  member  participating  in  that  sport  could  vote  to 
approve  exceptions  and  allow  a  Division  II  or  Division  III  institution 
to  be  classified  in  the  Division  I  sport.  Proposal  No.  51-1  clarifies  that 
the  period  of  approval  will  be  for  eight  academic  years.  The  point  of 
that  is  to  create  a  rolling  five-year  comfort  zone  because  an  institution 
would  petition  for  renewal  of  its  exception  in  the  third  year  of  that 
period  and  thus  for  purposes  of  recruiting  and  budget  planning  would 
always  have  five  years  of  any  change  of  classification. 

This  seems  to  the  membership  structure  committee  a  fair  and 
practical  approach  to  reducing  the  multidivision  classification 
opportunities  without  necessarily  disadvantaging  those  institutions 
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that  have  a  legitimate  and  historical  program  at  the  Division  I  level 
James  Fallis  (Lake  Superior  State  University):  While  we  ar 
w^fing  for  the  machine,  I  would  like  to  challenge  the  interpretation 

‘'"r  B?icc  Allison  (Colorado  School  of  Mines):  1  am  a  member  of 
thfinterpretXnsclmittee,  and  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  he 
cLmittee  would  favor  a  compromise  position.  I  was  not  at  the 
mating  when  the  Council  amendments  were  reviewed,  but  it  seems 
rm^thri  there  was  no  intent  to  put  a  Division  II  or  Divis^n  ni 
institutk)n  that  does  have  a  Division  I  program  m  {^ppardy.  By 
“jeopardy,”  I  mean  that  it  would  require  all  Division  1 

that  have  that  program  to  cast  a  vote  wou^ 

II  or  Division  III  school  could  continue  in  that  program.  So.  I  would 
offer  the  following:  that  those  institutions  seeking  the  appeal,  the 
continuing  waiver,  be  allowed,  after  a  reasonable  \ 

know  of  those  institutions  that  have  not  cast  a  vote  m  Divisio  , 

^^T^y  wouXhaw^the  names  of  those  institutions, 
could  directly  contact  those  institutions  so  that  they  could  ask  them 
S  cast  fvote  The  way  it  stands  now,  a  Division  I  institution  m  the 
Urtof  ice  hockey  or  lacrosse,  or  whatever,  that 
whatever  reason  would,  in  fact,  be  casting  a  nay  vote.  My 
Iderstandfng  in  talking  with  the  staff  liaison  for  the  committee, 
and  the  Sair  of  the  committee  and  the  ever-present  person  who 
knows  it  all  out  there,  David  Price,  that  this  would  be  acceptab  e. 
u/nnid  offer  that  to  Mr.  Fallis  and  the  others. 

Mr.  Fallis:  1  think  that  is  acceptable.  I  think 
resize  that  even  though  you  are  here,  if  you  don  t  push  the  butto^ 
lour  ballot  is  not  counted.  That  is  all  we  are  asking  for  m  this 
mterpretation.  We  want  the  Division  I  institutions  to  vote,  and  then 

their  baUo^ts^be  counted^.  ^  adopted  by  all  three 

divisions  (263-'58,  five  abstentions,  DivisionI:  170-16.  one  absten¬ 
tion,  Division  II;  201-43,  one  abstention,  Division  HI),  roll-call 

Clavton  W.  Chapman  (Eastern  College  Athletic  Coriferenceh 
With  Ll  due  respect  to  the  accommodation  that  was  ^i®oussed 
Regarding  the  challenge  to  the  interpretation  on  ^ 

like  to  rise  and  speak  in  opposition  to  the  proposal  ^  | 

reason  I  believe  that  what  we  have  just  discussed  points  out  a  senous 
flaw  in  the  proposal  and  that  is  obviously  the  voting  pr^edure  by 
whTci  a  petSrom  a  DivUion  II  or  Division  III  edlege  Jat  wishes 
to  be  classified  in  a  Division  I  sport  is  approved  or  denied. 

This  issue  in  my  opinion,  overrides  at  this  time  any  question 
delegates  may  have  about  a  multidivision  qualification.  As 
mStod  out,  the  voting  procedure  requires  that  a  majority  of  the 
Division  I  institutions  surveyed  must  approve  the  petition.  As  such,  it 
is  Quite  possible  that  100  percent  of  all  of  the  ballots  returned  in 
response  to  a  survey  could  favor  the  petition;  but  if  a  majority  of  the 


General  Business  Session 


329 


Division  I  members,  for  whatever  reason,  fail  to  return  their  ballots 
or  abstain,  the  petition  would  be  denied. 

I  believe  this  is  wrong.  If  the  Council  is  sincere  in  offering 
Divisions  II  and  III  the  opportunity  to  compete  in  Division  I  in  a 
sport,  then  it  should  at  the  very  least  provide  a  voting  procedure  that 
IS  no  different  than  that  under  which  this  Convention  operates 
namely  one  that  belies  the  ballots  that  are  cast  and  one  that  does  not 
count  abstensions  as  “no”  votes.  Thus,  the  fate  for  the  Divisions  II 
and  III  petitions  can  rise  or  fall  on  a  definite  expression  of  acceptance 
or  rejection  by  Division  I,  not  by  default.  Again,  I  see  this  as  a  flaw  in 
the  legislation,  and  I  see  no  urgency  in  adopting  Proposal  .51  at  this 
tinie  at  this  Convention.  There  is  a  procedure  by  which  Divisions  II 
j  r  properly  advance  to  Division  I,  and  I  would  urge  the 

defeat  of  Proposal  51  at  this  time. 

Richard  W  Rockwell  (Le  Moyne  College):  I  would  like  to  draw 
attention  to  the  effective  date  of  this  proposal.  Some  of  us  have 
work^  extremely  hard  all  fall  getting  a  schedule  for  1992.  Those  of 
you  who  have  scheduled  must  realize  that  weekend  dates  are  extremely 
important  to  us.  By  the  time  we  could  appeal  and  by  the  time  things 

be  shut  out  of  weekend  dates  in 
1992  In  effect,  the  effective  date  of  this  proposal  would  cause  the 
death  penalty  to  Le  Moyne  College  baseball  for  the  spring  of  1992 
I  he  only  thing  we  are  guilty  of  is  being  in  the  wrong  place  at  the 
wrong  time.  I  would  strongly  appeal  to  my  Division  II  colleagues  to 
take  this  under  consideration  where  this  proposal  could  take  a  very 
successful  program  and  for  the  spring  season  of  1992  make  it  so  we 
would  have  absolutely  no  schedule  through  no  fault  of  ours.  I  would 
strongly  urge  you  to  consider  that  and  vote  no. 

Robert  A.  Barrett  (Indiana  University-Purdue  University.  Fort 
Wayne):  The  effective  date  is  rather  early.  I  would  ask  the  NCAA 
delegates  to  vote  this  proposal  down  at  this  time  due  to  that  early 
ellective  date.  We,  too,  are  working  on  contracts  in  the  spring  of  1992; 
and  if  this  IS  voted  in,  we  can  be  in  the  same  position  of  now  having 
a  volleyball  program  with  contracts  that  could  cause  us  some  real 
problems.  A  delay  of  one  year  will  bring  this  back  up. 

[Proposal  No.  51  (Page  A-106)  was  defeated.  It  required  the 
approval  of  all  three  divisions  (214-106,  six  abstentions,  Division 
1;  75-^7,  two  abstentions.  Division  II;  152-89,  five  abstentions 
Division  III)  as  amended  by  No.  51-1,  roll-call  votes.] 
Multidivision  Classification— Championships  Opportunity 
Rocco  J.  Carzo  ('fiifts  University):  As  a  member  of  the  steering 
committee  as  well  as  the  restructuring  committee.  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No,  52. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  rnultidivhiion  classification,  no  one  wants  it  less  than  those  of 
us  in  Division  III.  I  think  even  my  colleagues  in  that  division  will 
agree  that  this  amendment  makes  sense.  In  those  sports  where  there 
IS  only  one  national  collegiate  championship  and  all  divisions  are 
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eligible  for  it— fencing,  skiing  and  rifle  are  among  Jbe  examples  we 
are  all  competing  for  the  same  prize 

Therefore  permitting  an  institution  to  classify  its  team  in  o 
those  sports  in  another  division,  probably  the  one  where  the  strength 
lies  in  that  sport,  seems  logical.  The  membershi^p  structure  ® 

proposes  thiVvery  limited  multidivision  classification  P^vi^ge^I  ask 
yoursupport  on  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  special 
^  [Proposal  No.  52  (Page  A-107)  was  approved  by  all  three  divisions 
(318?!  two  abstentions,  Divisiori  I;  181-0,  one  abstention.  Division 
II;  235-4,  one  abstention,  Division  III),  roll-call  votes.] 

Multidivision  Classification— Football 

R.  Elaine  Dreidame  (University  of  Dayton):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  53. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

John  C.  Parry  (Butler  University):  Mr.  Chair  on  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to- 
amendment  No.  5.3-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

No  53- 1  is  an  amendment  to  53  to  change  the  effective  date  of  1993 
to  1996.  There  are  approximately  37  schools  in  Division  I  with  over 

3,000  football  players  playing  m  either  ”wm 

•-13  nasses  they  will  have  to  make  decisions.  Each  institution  wm 
have  to  make  decisions  that  affect  those  3,000  athletes.  So,  it  affects 
the  students  it  has  scheduling  implications.  Hopefully,  if  there  is  a 
good  alternative.  Division  I-AA  schools  will  move  sooner.  If 
fsn’t  I  think  we  owe  it  to  our  students  who  are  currently  enrolled  to 
finish  with  four  years  in  the  division  in  which  they  were  recruited. 
S5o  I  ask  vour  support  of  this  amendment. 

Elwood  N.  Shields  (Bentley  College):  I,  too.  rise  and  urge  your 
support  of  No.  53-1.  There  are  several  Division  I  football-playing 
inStions  that  are  in  Division  II  conferences,  and  several  {^[vision 
II  institutions  are  also  members  of  conferences  th^  include  Divisi  n 
HI  As  Mr.  Parry  said,  the  divisional  matters  will  have  to  be  beared 

up;  the  divisional  criteria  will  have  to  be  critical 

in  the  sport  of  football,  that  is  not  done  overnight.  I  think  it  is  critical 

iViat  i.he  effective  date  be  extended. 

Rocco  J.  Carzo  (Tufts  University):  I  rise  to  speak  as  strongly  as 
poSble  against  this  amendment.  The  restructuring  committee  has 
^liberated  long  and  hard  about  the  effective  date  and  we  feel  that 
three  years  is  adequate  time  to  make  adjustment  in  those  programs 

^^AlX  J^.  vln  Wie^(College  of  Wooster):  I  rise  to  speak  against  thi^s 
amendment.  The  proposal  to  end  multidivisional  playing  of  football 
is  not  a  new  issue.  Many  proposals  have  been  brought  before  this 
Convention  since  the  1970s,  These  attempts  were  rejected 
there  was  no  good  alternative  for  ^vision  I  ™ 

Division  III.  We  now  have  one.  Division  I- AAA  football,  jberetorc. 
we  feel  this  amendment,  which  can  push  the  effective  date  back  to 
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1996,  is  too  long.  In  fact,  1996,  in  this  Association,  is  infinity.  I  urge 
the  delegates  to  defeat  this  amendment  so  we  can  get  on  with  the  job 
of  restructuring  in  the  NCAA. 

Mr.  Parry:  Mr.  Chair,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  last  speaker  how 
many  games  you  are  required  to  play  in  Division  I- AAA,  who  the 
opponents  are,  what  the  financial  aids  agreements  are?  In  fact,  there 
is  no  Division  I-AAA  football.  All  we  have  is  a  resolution.  Year  after 
year,  we  pass  resolutions  that  one  must  look  at  the  votes,  the  actual 
legislation.  So  at  this  point  there  is  no  Division  1-AAA  option. 
Secondly,  it  occurs  to  me  that  it  has  taken  five  years  to  phase  out 
athletics  dormitories.  Why  does  it  take  only  two  years  to  phase  out  a 
football  opportunity? 

Thomas  lannacone  (University  of  San  Diego):  I  urge  you  to 
support  this  proposal  and  reiterate  Mr,  Parry’s  concerns  that  currently 
there  is  no  Division  I-AAA  classification.  There  is  a  very  good  chance 
that  Proposal  53  will  pass,  whether  it  is  amended  or  not.  If  it  does 
pass,  there  will  be  no  classification  for  those  institutions  that  will  be 
eliminated  in  Division  III.  I  believe  it  will  take  some  time  before  that 
legislation  is  developed.  Once  it  is  developed,  it  still  has  to  pass  this 
body.  So,  if  No.  53  passes,  there  are  no  opportunities  for  those 
institutions  that  will  be  omitted.  Therefore,  we  urge  your  support  of 
this  resolution. 

Vic  Clark  (Thomas  More  College):  Mr.  Chair,  I  rise  in  vigorous 
opposition  to  Proposal  No.  53-1.  For  10  years,  multiclassified  institu¬ 
tions  have  dominated  the  football  championship  picture,  and  now 
they  are  asking  for  an  extension.  As  Mr.  Van  Wie  indicated,  six  years 
is  infinity.  In  fact,  it  will  be  2,050  some  days.  We  won  World  War  II  in 
less  time  than  that,  about  700  days.  It  takes  less  time  to  elect  a 
President  of  the  United  States  than  it  does  to  do  that.  I  say  that  900 
days,  which  is  Proposal  53,  is  plenty  of  time  for  institutions  to  get 
their  house  in  order  and  address  the  wrong  of  this  multiclassification 
championship  competition.  It  only  affects  the  freshmen  anyway.  So, 
3,000  students  affected  is  not  a  true  picture. 

John  H.  Harvey  (Carnegie  Mellon  University):  1  also  urge  that 
we  defeat  this  amendment.  1  think  this  is  unnecessarily  delaying  the 
inevitable.  I  think  we  could  get  our  house  in  order  in  three  and  one- 
half  years  and  we  don’t  need  five  and  one-half  more  years. 

Mr.  lannacone:  1  can  accept  the  defeat  of  this  proposal  if  done  in 
a  logical  manner.  I  would  like  to  correct  one  of  the  previous  speakers. 
Non-Division  III  institutions  have  not  dominated  the  Division  III 
championships.  Two  of  them  did  win  championships.  But  in  the  18- 
year  history  of  the  championships,  there  have  been  176  play-off  spots 
and  only  four  Division  I-AAA  institutions  have  been  involved. 
During  that  time,  a  Division  III  institution  has  won  it  four  years  in  a 
row.  I  think  the  damage  is  in  Division  III. 

[Proi»sal  No.  53-1  (Page  A-108)  was  defeated  by  all  three 
divisions  (105-214,  four  abstentions.  Division  I;  64-112,  seven 
abstentions.  Division  II;  13-224,  four  abstentions.  Division  111), 
roll-call  votes.] 
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obje<.ion  to  P^sa.  « 

Xat  Uke  S,"’ ilSg  an  immediate'future  with  no  place 

“fcognizethatthecon.mitteeisharda^^^^^ 

football  classification.  m  Kofore  giving  up  our  opportunity 

Division  l  AAA  football  wt  lenta  ltetoe^™g 

to  compete  m  Diviston  institutions  a  choice  to 

requirements  for  Division  I  „  lower  division.  Proposal 

me\t  those  requirements  or  move  Number  two,  we 

53  gives  our  institution  and  other  legislation  is  creating  a 

are  concerned  that  the  ^  jlyigfon  I-AAA  classification 

Division  I-AA  football  ’  g  mulfidivision  classification  is 

should  be  legislated  ®*^®^®"^rootball  program  is  a  crucial  part  of 

disallowed.  Number  three,  our  footb^Uj^^^^^^^^  Elimination  of 

the  broad-based  athletics  P  .|^  gome  schools  to  drop  football, 
SSral"^rtunityforhundredsofathle^ 

inourinstitution  and  other^i^  ours  g  ^  opinion,  if  we  were 

commitment  ^o.^'Y'®%ySball  we  could  not  afford  the  program 

forced  to  play  Division  ’algo  object  to  the  absence  of  any 

and  would  have  to  drop  the  s^rt-  to  Proposal  51 .  Institutions 

instrument  for  petition  or  wa  .  .  jjj  Steering  Committee  for 

should  be  able  to  Ifeat  of  Pro^isal  53,  at  least 

continued  is  also  before  the  body.  Hundreds  of 

until  Division  1-AAA  legislation  football  at  Division  I- 

student  athletes  participate  gainst  Propo^ 

AAA  institutions  fmrly.  urg  ^  •  jty)®VVe  are  a  Division  1-A  A 

Hoke  L.  Smith  (Towson  State  University  ^ 

school  and  correctly  play  .  containment  and  cost  increase 

throughout  this  Convention  are  cost  cont  Given  the 

to  bring  about  restructuring-  g  logical  alternatives 

increased  cost  and  the  cost  frmt'hall  We  have  21  sports  in  this 
for  a  Division  I  school  a  broa^^^^ 

broad-based  program  and  we  will  rem^^^^^  I  ^bink 

may  not  be  a  broad-based  prog  of  recruiting  and  disadvan- 

thrL  years  ao-  involve  the 

tage  that  folks  will  have  in  y  g^^^^  ^f  this,  prior  to  the  creation 
IfthrCisirrATi  program,  which  would  then  provide  a  vmble 
option  for  football.  ^nn^Pouences  of  this  will  be  to  reduce 

the  tesic"rt  foSl  across  the  country  in  many  Division  I 
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schools.  So,  I  urge  defeat  of  this  until  we  have  a  chance  to  see  what 

Division  I  AAA’s  option  will  be.  . 

James  Jarrett(01d  Dominion  University);  I  am  a  member  of  the 
membership  structure  committee.  The  elimination 
classification  is  an  important  part  of  the  menjership  s^r^ture 
proposal.  In  supporting  Proposal  53,  it  is  important  to  note  that 
members  of  Division  1  who  currently  play  Division  II  and  Division 
Hi  football  will  depend  on  a  good-faith  effort 
supporting  Division  I-AAA  football  legislation  at  the  1992  Convention, 
as  ^11  as  for  Proposal  54  here  today.  With  the  importance  of  this 
good  faith  in  mind.  I  speak  in  support  of  Pro^sal  53. 

Rocco  J.  Carzo  (TXifts  University);  I  would  like  to  speak  ooth  as 
a  member  of  the  membership  structure  committee  and  as  the  NCAA 
Division  III  vice-president  and  former  chair  of  the  Division  111 
Football  Committee.  I  urge  your  support  for  this  long  overdue 
proposal  The  membership  structure  committee  does  not  believe  in 
multidivision  classification  and  Division  III  does  not  want  members 
of  other  divisions  playing  football  in  its  divisional  championships. 
The  legislation  would  end  that  opportunity  for  a  couple  of  institutions 
involved,  but  would  not  be  effective  until  the  1993  season.  We  also 
support  the  concept  of  Division  I-AAA  football  classification  as 
discussed  in  Proposal  No.  54.  Because  that  would  provide  acceptable 
options  for  both  of  the  involved  institutions,  we  are  asking  you  to 
please  allow  our  Division  III  championships  to  be  reached  for 
institutions  that  subscribe  fully  to  the  Division  III  philosophy. 

Victor  A.  Buccola  (Western  Football  Conference);  The  members 
of  the  Western  Football  Conference  urge  that  you  defeat  th^.Pyoposa 
because  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  Division  11 
football.  In  fact  if  this  proposal  passes,  it  will  be  the  end  ot 

scholarshipgranling  of  Division  II  football  Uams  on  the  West  Coast 

There  is  only  one  football-playing  conference  on  the  West  Coast  that 
currently  provides  athletics  scholarships  to  the  student- athletes  as  is 
allowed  by  tbe  NCAA  regulations.  That  is  the  Western  Footbal 
Conference.  Fifty  percent  of  the  members  in  the  Western  Footba 
Conference  are  Division  I  institutions  classified  for  their  football 

programs  in  Division  II.  t-.xi.ii/-  f 

Fifty  percent  of  the  members  in  the  Western  Football  Conference 

are  Division  II  members.  If  this  legislation  passes,  the  conference 
will  be  split  in  half,  leaving  three  teams  in  Division  II  and  three 
teams  in  Division  I.  Neither  group  would  have  another  conference 
with  which  it  could  align.  The  DivUion  1-AAA  proposal  does  not 
discuss  what  will  happen  to  those  teams  that  want  to  give  25,  .50, 40 
scholarships.  Scheduling  problems  will  become  horrendous  because 
these  schools  will  only  be  guaranteed  two  football  games  in  every 
division.  It  will  necessitate  scheduling  teams  througho^  the  days 
and  the  traveling  costs  will  be  a  big  burden  on  many  in  Dwision  II, 
and  could  cause  many  institutions  to  drop  their  sup^rt  of  lootball. 

I  do  not  believe  that  that  is  the  intent  of  the  NCAA,  to  pass 
legislation  to  cause  members  to  drop  their  programs.  1  believe  the 
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intent  of  this  legislation 

football  programs  in  Dm^ion  III.  I  agam  ^ 

Division  lUo  vote  in  opposition  to  this  pro^^^^^^ 

Thomas 

opposition  to  No.  53.  The  Um  e  Division 

i"lArsruS''‘.^e  itbroad  based  and  compe^^ve  regi^na^^^^^ 
nationally  in  several  sports  a"^  cons^ten^dh^* 

possibility  of  losing  the  program 

Divisions  U  and  111  memuers  There  are  36  Division  I 

body,  of  the  l^yTd  by^student-athletes  with  good 

values  of  university  It  IS  p  ay  _^y  ^  student 

character  who  represent  bo  .  x-  campus  environ- 

body  and  who  malta  a  admissions  for 

ment.  We  have  absolutely  ”  P  .  ^  student-athletes 

'’"“"dless^of  S?dr'?port  Our  admissions  rank  with  the  highest  on 
rwScofsJl’SUh^contrary.ou^^^^^^^^^ 
hard  to  ’^'armt  qualifie  s  u  ^  ^  ^ 

^Slt  roSSrwr^^^^^  Division  1-AA  and  football 

could  be  cost  prohibitive.  orocram.  This  would  be  a 

The  altarnauve  would  ^  t  eduXnal  attainment.  By  not 
severe  blow  to  the  instituuo  attract  a  significant  number 

offering  football,  our  mst.tuUons  *  ™‘ ®Xdent  body  and 

of  students  annual  tradition.  It  is  a  gatheritig  or 

Xng"‘^i“'briiS  all  campus  consUtencies  together  along 

'“iS,  tzte  ttat  elTy^institution  should  have  the  opportu- 

"t:  fuTSnts.  .f  1  may  have  your  attention.  Onyn^stUution 
Sion  claiificatontrtji^^^^^^^  move  up,  and  that 
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demonstrates  our  consistency  in  our  thinking.  I  ^derstand  the 
Council’s  position  is  in  support  of  No.  53.  However,  I  ^n  t  agree  wth 
its  logic  that  it  is  okay  to  move  up  to  a  competitive  division  but  not 
down  Should  this  proposal  pass,  the  membership  has  the  opjwrtunity 
to  support  Proposal  54,  which  at  this  time  is  only  a  resolution  to 
develop  legislation  that  will  provide  a  classification  for  those  institu¬ 
tions  affected  by  Proposal  53.  UntU  that  legislation  is  passed  in  the 
1992  Convention,  we  are  at  the  mercy  of  the  membership.  I,  therefore, 
appeal  to  your  sense  of  fairness  and  logic.  .v, 

John  M.  Schael  [Washington  University  (Missouri)]:  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  John  Schael,  Washington  University,  St.  Louis.  I  want  to 
get  the  “St.  Louis”  in  this  time.  Washington  University  a  proud 
history  in  football.  It  was  a  founding  member  of  the  Big  Eight,  at  that  ; 
time  called  the  Big  Six.  When  Washington  University  got  out  of  the 
Big  Eight,  there  was  talk  about  having  to  drop  football.  If  - 
happened.  Washington  University  was  a  part  of  the  Missoun  Valley 
Conference  at  one  time.  When  we  were  asked  to  leave  the  Missoun 
Valley  Conference,  they  said,  “Well,  we  will  have  to  football  on 
our  campus.”  It  never  happened.  We  played  Division  III  football. 

The  issues  you  are  talking  about  today  are  becoming  pretty 
emotional.  I  have  heard  previous  speakers  talk  about  the  impact  on 
the  student-athlete  when  they  have  to  drop  their  programs^there  is  no 
place  to  play  the  games  any  more.  But  you  have  to  remember  what  is 
true  about  this  proposal,  and  I  urge  its  support,  is  that  you  will  still  be 
able  to  play  against  Division  III  opponents;  you  just  cant  be 
classified  in  Division  III.  It  is  that  simple.  We  are  not  looking  to  drop 
football  programs;  we  are  not  looking  to  deny  opportunrties  to 
student-athletes.  We  are  just  saying  you  can’t  be  classified  in 
Division  III.  I  urge  your  support  of  No.  53.  ,  „  ^  ,  , , 

William  A.  Marshall  (Franklin  and  Marshall  College):  I  would 
echo  what  John  Schael  just  said.  I  have  had  the  occasion  to  talk  to  a 
couple  of  schools  that  have  been  in  Division  I  that  play  u^n  footb^l. 
They  have  indicated  they  have  never  qualified  for  the  Division  111 
championship,  and  they  probably  never  will.  But  they  will  continue  to 
play  us  during  the  regular  season.  .  fm. 

This  legislation  deals  with  the  Division  III  championship.  There 
are  many  Division  III  schools  that  will  continue  to  play  the  Division 
I  schools  that  they  now  play.  There  are  pieces  of  legislation  thaWe 
have  talked  about  over  the  years  that  came  down  the  road,  ihis 
legislation,  its  time  has  come,  and  I  urge  you  to  vote  for  this  piece  of 

Kenneth  J.  Weller  [Central  College  (Iowa)]:  Mr.  Chair,  I  am  a 
member  of  the  restructuring  committee.  For  15  years,  I  have  been 
part  of  the  attempts  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  to 
respond  to  deep-seated  and  widespread  feelings  of  indignation  that 
arise  when  Divisions  I  and  II  teams  play  and  regularly  succeed  in  the 
Division  III  football  championships.  There  may  not  be  many  of  them, 
but  some  of  them  win  with  distressing  frequency.  It  is  difficult  to 
prove  the  unfairness  of  this  situation,  but  it  is  only  common  sense 
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that  the  infrastructure  of  support  for  all  sports  in  D^ion  I  programs 
spills  over  to  football  and  the  overall  ethos  of  a  Division  I  campus 

creates  advantages.  ...  , ,  •  • 

Believe  me,  if  the  young  men  who  are  victimized  by  this  inaccuracy 
were  those  that  you  knew  well  and  really  cared  about,  you  vrould  be 
like  the  people  of  our  constituency,  feeling  bewilderment  and  frustra¬ 
tion  that  endorses  the  evil  that  they  face.  I  wo\dd  simply  like  to  say  to 
the  delegates  assembled,  who  have  all  been  involved  in  athletics  in 
one  way  or  another,  think  back  on  the  human  impact  of  being  beaten 
in  the  situation  where  you  have  done  your  best  in  a  situation  that 
fundamentally  seems  to  you  to  be  unfair.  .  ,  i 

Mr.  Chair,  I  would  like  to  add  at  this  point  as  the  noise  level  goes  up 
this  is  not  a  particularly  interesting  discussion  for  Division  I,  it  is  of 
a  crucial  interest  to  us  and  has  been  for  15  years.  I  beg  the  mdulgence 
of  the  group  to  listen  to  the  remaining  two  speakers,  which  is  not  too 
much  to  ask.  I  believe  the  record  will  show  that  in  our  attempts  to 
solve  this  problem  we  have  always  been  sensitive  to  the  interest  of 
•these  other  institutions  who  in  good  faith  only  took  advantage  of 
opportunities  that  were  legitimately  made  available  to  them. 

In  that  spirit,  we  strongly  endorse  the  concept  of  prcmding  low-cost 
football  options  for  these  schools.  In  fact,  a  Division  III  representotive 
wrote  the  section  in  the  restructuring  report  that  deals 
principles  and  the  procedures  of  Division  I-A^  football,  which 
culminated  in  Proposal  No.  54.  There  was  and  is  strong  supjwrt  of 
this  concept  and  this  proposal  from  each  division  and  each  subdivi- 

^Division  III  has  taken  advantage  of  the  federated  concept  in  the 
NCAA  to  create  relatively  successfully  an  autonomous  operating 
structure.  We  have  been  effective  participants  in  the  wemll  affairs  ot 
the  Association  but  have  done  it  somewhat  imobtrusively  in  making 
our  contributions  and  expressing  our  needs.  At  this  point,  we  rwed 
•  your  help.  I  believe  that  we  have  your  trust  and  your  respect,  and  in 
I '  that  confidence  I  urge  you  to  support  the  committee,  Counal  and  the 

.  Fred  M.  Martinelli  (Ashland  College):  It  is  unfortunate  that  we 
must  address  Proposal  53  in  its  present  form  because  it  is  rather 
obvious  that  it  concerns  two  major  issues.  First  is  the  niatter  ol 
Divisions  I  and  II  institutions  competing  in  football  championships 
at  the  Division  III  level.  This  inequity  should  have  been  addr^ed. 
The  proposal  five  years  ago  should  never  have  been  taken  off  the 
floorj  however,  it  wbs  t&ken  off  the  floor  ot  thdt  time  B-nd  we  still  nHve 

to  deal  with  this  matter.  .  •  xu  x  xu 

However,  my  major  concern,  as  a  Division  II  institutioi^  is  that  the 
passage  of  No.  53  addresses  another  issue.  It  eliminates  t^  optmn  of 
Division  I  institutions  to  conduct  their  programs  at  the  Division  11 
level.  This  creates  a  hardship  on  a  number  of  schools  in  the  n^ion  as 
has  been  enumerated.  Most  of  these  institutions  have  a  long  histo^ 
of  awarding  athletically  based  financial  aid  and  competing  at  the 
•  college  division  or  the  Division  II  level.  While  no  one  cared  to  propose 
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amendments  to  deal  with  this  matter  at  this  Convention  at  this  time, 
I  must  question  the  architects  of  this  legislation  for  that  lack  of 
consideration  for  the  Division  II  groups. 

You  see,  we  meticulously,  in  passing  Propositions  49, 50, 51  and  54, 
have  made  provision  for  other  groups.  It  has  been  assumed  that 
Division  I-AAA  is  a  viable  option  for  this  group.  Most  of  the 
institutions  affected  by  this  legislation  in  Division  II  do  not  see 
Division  I*AAA  as  a  viable  option.  It  is  obvious  that  Division  III  has 
long  objected  to  Division  I  schools  taking  part  in  football  champion¬ 
ships.  In  Division  II  roundtables,  I  have  never  included  discussion  or 
objection  to  schools,  such  as  Butler,  Santa  Clara,  Valparaiso,  or  other 
Division  I  institutions,  participating  in  Division  II  football.  In  our 
move  toward  federation,  arrangement  has  been  made  to  accommodate 
groups  that  because  of  geography  or  tradition  participate  in  other 
divisions.  It  behooves  all  of  us  to  develop  and  support  legislation  for 
the  1992  Convention  that  will  permit  present  Division  I  institutions 
that  have  conducted  their  football  programs  in  Division  II  to 
maintain  their  status. 

David  L.  Warren  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University):  I  am  chair  of  the 
Division  III  Presidents  Conraission.  I  rise  in  support  of  No.  53  and  I 
will  be  very  brief.  The  Presidents  Commission  supports  No.  53,  the 
steering  committee  supports  No.  53,  the  restructuring  committee 
supports  No.  53,  even  the  Old  Testament  prophets  support  No.  53. 
How  long,  O  Lord,  must  Division  III  endure  Divisions  I  and  II 
playing  down?  This  is  a  matter  of  simple  justice  and  equity.  We  urge 
your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  53  (Page  A-108)  was  adopted  by  all  three  divisions 

(240-81,  three  abstentions.  Division  I;  105-68,  six  abstentions. 

Division  II;  224-8,  five  abstentions.  Division  III),  roll-call  votes.] 

[NOTE:  The  general  business  session  recessed  for  15  minutes.] 
Resolution:  Division  I-AAA  Football 
R.  Elaine  Dreidame  (University  of  Dayton):  On  behalf  of  the 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  54. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  54  is  a  resolution  directing  an  NCAA  special  Council 
subcommittee  to  review  the  concept  of  Division  I-AAA  football  and 
develop  legislation  for  consideration  by  this  group  at  next  year’s 
Convention.  This  resolution  directs  that  proposed  legislation  be 
developed  to  establish  a  Division  I-AAA  football  classification.  The 
adoption  of  this  proposal  would  carry  out  the  NCAA  meraber^ip 
structure  committee’s  recommendation  and  provide  Division  !  insti¬ 
tutions  currently  playing  Division  11  or  Division  III  football  an 
opportunity  to  participate  in  a  cost-containment  football  alternative 
following  their  elimination  of  multidivision  classification  opportunities 
in  Divwions  II  and  III  in  1993.  The  NCAA  Council  has  created  the 
committee  to  review  this  important  issue  and  I  urge  that  you  support 
the  adoption  of  this  proposal. 

Benny  Hollis  (Northeast  Louisiana  University):  1  rise  to  speak  in 
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opposition  to  Proposal  No.  54.  I  do  not  believe,  as  f  any  of  my 
cofieagues  in  Division  1-AA  football  and  other  Division  1  members^ 
not  that  the  establishment  of  another  football  subcommittee  and 
subdivision  in  Division  I  is  necessary  or  in  the  best  interest  ot 

^WereVe  are  at  this  1991  Convention. considering  one  of  our  most 
important  items,  restructuring  of  Division  I.  The 
loud^and  clear  that  there  is  a  price  to  play  in  Division  I,  and  you  must 
pay  the  price.  You  cannot  play  Division 

is  an  attempt.  We  have  heard  this  proposal  before.  is  an  attempt 
to  do  just  that.  There  is  a  division.  It  is  called  Division  I-AA  in  whwh 
people  can’t  play  Division  I  football  in  the  Division  I  level  and  pay 

We*^remember  very  well  in  1981,  in  the  Special  Convention  in  St. 
Louis,  when  many  Division  I  football  teams  were 
Division  I-AA.  Since  that  particular  time,  we  have  been  struggling 
for  identity  in  Division  I.  The  American  public  is  still  confused  even 
todav  as  to  exactly  what  Division  I-AA  football  is. 

Asa  member  of  the  Division  I-AA  football  committee,  I  can  assure 
you  that  we  worked  long  and  hard  to  clear  that  confusion  up.  I  think 
that  we  have  made  a  lot  of  progress.  Division  I-AA  is  there  for  these 
oeople  who  want  to  play  in  Division  I  football,  and  there  should  be  a 
price  to  be  paid  to  play  in  Division  I.  That  is  what  the  restructunng 
is  all  about.  I  urge  the  membership  to  vote  against  this  proposal. 

Thurston  E.  Banks  (Tennessee  Technological  University).  As  a 
Division  I-AA  member  of  this  special  subcommittee,  I  request  the 
membership  allow  that  subcommittee  to  continue  ite  work  on  the 
concept  of  Division  I-AAA  football  and  propose  legislation  for  the 
1992  Convention;  and  at  that  time,  let  that  legislation  stand  on  its  own 

°^jlmes  Jarrett  (Old  Dominion  University):  It  fo 
consider  Proposal  54.  It  is  needed  entitlement  legation  for  Proiwsal 
53  that  just^ssed.  Supporters  of  the  elimination  of  multidivimon 
classification  are  urged  to  support  Proposal  54  in  order  to  Provide 
support  for  the  Division  I  members  ^"^tly 
Di^on  II  and  Division  III  football.  The  Council  subcommittee, 
charged  with  developing  the  Division  I-AAA  proposal  is  co^jtted 
to  development  of  legislation  that  will  ensure  flexible  j 

enabling  members  playing  football  to  schedule  across  thvisional 
lines  and  give  a  championship  opportunity  for  those 

have  been  eliminated  from  the  Division  II  and  Di^ion  III  champion¬ 
ships,  and  work  in  every  way  possible  to  protect  the  Dmsion 
championship.  An  opportunity  to  consider  this  legislation  wll  be 
provided  to  you  at  the  1992  Convention.  I  urge  your  support  of  this 

’^^FraS'Pergolizzi  [St.  Francis  College  (Pennsylvania)]:  We  urge 
your  support  of  Proposal  No.  54.  It  is  vital  to  our  program  and  other 
Sfograms  similar  to  us  to  have  a  low-cost  alternative  football 
program.  We  cannot  afford  to  play  Division  I-AA  football.  If  Division 
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thtniwS  our  only  choice  we  will  not  play  football.  We  think 

AA  A  TV  V  whether  you  call  it  Division  I- 

^  to  have  this  proposal 

passed  so  we  have  an  option  to  play. 

(BoU^  University):  Mr.  Chair,  about  30 
minutes  ago  I  think  very  historical  support  was  shown  in  three 
divisions  to  rdegate  approximately  30  institutions  that  currently  are 
members  of  Division  I  and  play  in  Division  III  football  no  further 
opportunity  for  championship  competition  in  Division  III.  Many  of 
those  30  schools  suppo^  that  legislation  because  it  was  said  by  Jim 
Jarrett  that  good  faith  existed.  Perhaps  No.  54  should  have  been 
voted  ahead  of  No  53,  because  for  this  brief  moment 
there  m  no  place  for  those  30  institutions  to  play. 

I  think  on  behalf  of  each  of  those  schools  in  Division  I  that  have 
played  Division  III  football,  we  ask  for  the  same  good- 
faith  endorsement  in  allowing  the  subcommittee  that  is  reviewing  the 
playmg  standard  for  Division  I-AAA  to  continue  and  give  us  an 
op^rtunrty  to  continue  with  our  football  programs. 

nfVhin*  • University  (Missouri)]:  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  III  Steenng  Committee,  we  urge  support  for  Proposal 

Collins  (College  of  Wooster):  Mr.  President,  as  one  of  the 
institutions  and  conferences  in  the  Northwest  Athletic  Conference 
that  supported  the  on^nal  Division  III  legislation  at  that  ill-fated 
hme  in  San  Diego,  we  thank  this  committee  and  we  urge  your  support 
of  this  resolution.  We  think  it  is  an  excellent  proposal 
Don  Graham  (Southland  Conference):  I  speak  in  opposition  to 
Pro^al  No.  54.  While  it  is  proper  to  believe  that  if  a  Division  I 
institution  sponsors  football  that  it  should  be  a  Division  Mevel  sport 
improper  to  believe  that  that  opportunity  does  not  presently  exist! 
^ere  are  currently  106  institutions  competing  at  the  Division  I-A 
iwel  and  87  institutions  competing  at  the  Division  I-AA  level 
According  to  the  1990-91  NCAA  Directory,  there  are  only  26  Division 
I  institutions  conducting  football  programs  in  Division  II  or  III 
Are  26  institutions  enough  for  which  to  create  a  third  subdivision? 
bure,  there  wllbe^me  schools  that  may  add  football  on  the  Division 
I-AA  levd,  but  the  truth  is  there  will  probably  be  more  schools  moving 
from  a  Div^ion  I-AA  to  a  new  Division  I-AAA  level  than  will 
actually  start  up  the  sport.  I  doubt  seriously  that  there  will  be  a  single 
winning  proj^ram  opt  for  a  new  Division  I-AAA  classification.  There 
conferences  currently  in  Division  I-AA  that  do  not  award 
athletics  financial  mnte  and  have  opted  not  to  participate  in  the 
nafional  championship  play-offs.  Not  only  has  Division  I-AA  proven 
to  be  a  viable  subdivision  for  these  institutions,  but  they  have  excelled 
Division  I-AA  members.  They  have  student- 
atUetes  reach  all-Amenca  honors  and  rank  prominently  in  national 
statwtmal  cate^nes,  and  these  institutions  are  earning  high  ranks 
m  the  Division  I-AA  national  poll.  ^  ^  ® 

In  fact,  just  three  years  ago,  one  of  these  institutions  finished  the 


season  ranked  No.  1  by  the  NCAA.  Why  can’t  Division  I-AA  be  a 
viable  solution  to  these  26  other  institutions?  Remember,  scholarship 
.limits  and  coaching  staff  limits 
You  don’t  have  to  provide  the  maximum  number 
Instead  of  trying  to  weaken  one  subdivision  so  that  a  third  new 
Lbdivision  may  be  created,  why  don’t  we  try  to  strengthen  Division 

tobert  C.  Demming  (Ithaca  Ck>Uege):  Mr.  Chair.  I  am  chah  of  the 
Division  III  Football  Committee.  I,  too,  feel  that  this 
will  have  helped  the  cause  where  Division  I-AAA  could  have  been 
voted  on  before  this  legislation  was  .chaj^fed  The  Dmsion  III 
Football  Committee  does  support  Division  I-AAA  football  and  doe 

'^'^Thomas  iSnnacone  (University  of  San  Diego):  I 

sDoke  against  No.  53, 1  made  all  the  points  that  would  support  No.  54. 

I  would  like  to  thank  my  colleagues  in  Division  III 
No.  54. 1  believe  that  the  Council  supports  this  r^olution.  It  is  a  Mtle 
inconceivable  to  me  that  my  colleagues  m  Division 
supposedly  have  some  problems  with  Division  I--^  football,  are  n^ 
m^d  by  this  and  would  create  a  problem  for  those  of  us  who  now 

«gS fhTconferences  that  pl^  Diviaion  I-AA  that  are 
noaschdarehip,  I  am  in  San  Diego  and  to  two  “!f‘ *“ 

spoke  of  are  on  the  East  Coast.  I  would  like  to  play  them  if  I  had  a 
cwple  of  million  dollars  in  my  travel  program  to  do  so.  Division  I-AA 

is  prohibttive,  and  I  ask  your  support  of  this  .  _ffected 

Alan  J.  Hauser  (Appalachian  State  Umyersity).  If  thia  aff^te^ 
totally  those  schools  currently  playing  in  Di^ion  II  or  Ilh  I  tMnk 
that  I  could  in  good  conscience  support  this  better.  It 
just  those  schools.  This  will  upset  the  apple  cart  considerably 
throughout  Division  1. 1  think  we  need  to  think  very  carefully  before 

ThTother  ^"iSttoul^^^^  is  that  we  take  a  look  at  this 

thing.  It  doesn’t  really  make  a  great  deal  of  sense 
not  in  the  NCAA  structure.  Should  we  perhaps  have  Division  I  AAA 
?eniis  how  about  Division  I-AAA  baseball?  If  we  are  going  to  have 
a  structure  system  that  is  consistent,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  going 
the  wrong  irection  to  put  this  type  of  confusion  on  the  three 

subdivisions  in  Division  I  football.  t  .unirAfr. 

David  B.  Wagner  (Georgia  Southern  University):  I  would  l^e  to 
echo  my  colleague  from  Appalachian  State  and  turn  my  attention  to 
DMston  III  vfe  have  heard  you;  we  voted  for  you.pis  is  our^su^ 
this  will  affect  us,  and  we  would  like  your  support.  We  a  D^wn 
I  institution  and  we  think  that  we  should  have  Divwion  I  proems. 
You  should  not  have  Division  III  programs  in  Division  I, 
should  not  have  a  Division  I  program  m  Division  III.  I  urge  you 

54^(pSe  a!i09)  was  adopted  (500-196,  31  absten¬ 
tions),  roll-call  vote.] 
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Reconsideration  of  Separate  Voting— Division  i  (48) 

Karl  D.  Benson  (Mid- American  Athletic  CJonference);  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  would  like  to  move  to  reconsider  Proposal  No.  48. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Thomas  K,  Hearn  Jr.  (Wake  Forest  University):  I  want  to  make 
clear  to  the  delegates  a  fact  about  this  legislation  that  may  not  have 
been  adequately  understood.  If  for  any  reason  there  were  to  be  action 
by  Division  I-A  regarding  the  amount  of  grants  that  the  entire 
division  did  not  apprwe  of,  it  can  be  rescinded  by  a  simple  majority 
vote  of  the  entire  division.  So,  there  is  a  very  important  protection 
clause  within  this,  which  seems  to  me  should  give  confidence  about 
this  piece  of  legislation.  So,  I  am  speaking  for  the  Presidents 
Commission,  which  has  endorsed  this  legislation,  and  I  hope  that  we 
will  move  both  for  reconsideration  and  that  those  of  you  who  were 
concerned  about  this  feature  of  this  legislation  will  be  reassured  by 
the  fact  that  it  would  be  very  easy  for  the  division  to  undo  anything 
that  it  disapproves  of. 

Asa  N.  Green  (Livingston  University):  The  vote  indicates  that 
Division  II  overwhelmingly  approved  No.  48  when  it  was  first 
considered.  I  would  urge  that  the  Division  II  membership  support 
reconsideration  and  again  support  passage  of  No.  48  if  it  is  reconsi¬ 
dered,  which  I  hope  it  will  be.  There  will  be  no  adverse  effect  in 
Division  II,  and  this  will  be  a  further  step  in  the  process  of  federation 
and  will  solve  what  has  been  a  long-standing  concern  among 
Division  1. 1  would  like  to  see  us  support  the  solution. 

David  B.  Wagner  (Georgia  Southern  University):  I  would  urge, 
also,  those  in  Divisions  I-AA  and  I-AAA  to  vote  for  this  issue,  'l^e 
safeguards  are  there.  The  time  has  come.  We  need  it  with  the 
diversity  that  we  have  within  our  system.  Again,  it  gives  Division 
I-A  schools  this  opportunity.  It  is  inconceivable  that  there  are 
variations  that  can  be  much  more  than  they  have  right  now.  The 
Division  IV  mentality  is  a  fallacy.  The  time  to  move  is  now.  Division 
I-A  supports  our  championships  through  Division  11  and  Division  III. 
They  are  a  hallmark  and  I  guess  you  need  to  say  let  the  big  dog  eat. 
(Laughter) 

President  Witte:  I  suppose  all  dogs  have  that  right.  (Laughter) 
(The  motion  to  reconsider  Proposal  No.  48  (Page  A-103)  was 
approved  (473-266,  four  abstentions),  roll-call  vote.] 

J ames  Haney  (Big  West  Conference):  I  would  just  like  to  make  a 
couple  of  comments.  Many  of  the  amendments  that  we  have  addressed 
during  this  Convention  have  been  borne  out  of  meetings  that  were 
involved  in  the  conference  of  conferences  comprised  of  Division  I-A 
members.  During  those  meetings,  a  number  of  cost  items  were 
addressed  and  many  of  those  have  come  forward  in  conjunction  with 
the  cost  reduction  committee,  appointed  by  the  NCAA  Council.  I 
think  that  the  fear  that  Division  I-A  is  interested  in  increasing 
scholarship  limits  not  only  is  unfounded,  but  I  think  this  Convention 
will  bear  the  fact  that  the  vast  majority  of  Division  I-A  is  actually 
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lii^^Thom^  E.^Ye^gCT  (Cobnial  Athletic  Association):  I  think  that  it 
be  helpful  to  review  a  little  bit  of  the 
irto  the  fears  of  some  about  the  modus  1  Vo? 

possibility  of  increasing  the  scholarship  limit.  Tlw<»igh(^t  the  l^SOs, 
Ivthem  were  basically  two  themes  t^t  were  related  to  ^d 

ft-’*  that  continued  to  surface.  One  was  the  op^rtunity  to  award 
K  aid  during  the  summer  preceding  the  freshman  year,  ^d 

that  has  now  been  accomplished,  first,  at  last  year  s  Convention  an 

I  second^was^the  opportunity  to  increase  the 

that  could  be  retained  by  the  student-athlete  The  P®^ 

Y'  orooosais  appeared  in  eight  of  the  last  nine  years.  The  hmU  was  $400 
?n  1^2,  $900  in  1 984,  $1,400  in  1988  and  $1,700  in  1990.  There  wer^ 
in  fact,  several  proposals  during  the  1980s  to,  in  fact,  pay 
1980, 1981, 1982,  and  again  in  1985,  there  were  J® 

student-athletes  $50  a  month  expense  money  m  addition  to  the  full 

^On  e^  of  those  occasions,  the  votes  were 
defeat  of  that  concept  of  paying  players.  If  you  will  look  at  the  Pell 
Grant  in  1988  when  there  was  an  opportunity  to  consider  on  a 
Division  I  basis,  it  was  defeated  100  to  208  but  would  ^ve  ^ssed  in 
Division  I-A  58-41-5.  A  year  later,  the  same  amendment  to  allow  a  fidl 
Pell  Grant  was  involved,  and  it  lost  156-157-1.  Again, 
it  would  have  been  adopted.  I  believe  if  history  is  any 
is  support  for  the  concept  of  the  Pell  Grant  and  not  support  for  the  idea 
of  increasing  a  direct  subsidy  to  the  student-athletes. 

I  believe  that  in  effect  a  number  of  those  fears  are  not  founded  on 
any  history  of  this  Convention.  We  will  urge  the  delegates,  ^rticularly 
Division  I,  to  look  at  the  actual  record  when  considering  their  votes. 
^  Kenneth  J.  Weller  [Central  College  (Iowa)]:  The  study  of  restruc¬ 
turing  really  began  in  earnest  in  the  su^er  of  1988  at  a  conference 
in  Orlando  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Commission.  One  of  the  facts 
that  became  very  clear  in  that  discussion  was  that  in  the  operation  oi 
our  Association,  the  advantages  of  federation  are 
my  comments  a  few  moments  ago  that  were  too  long 
passionate,  I  said  that  the  opportunity  for  federation  had  ^  v®Fy 
advantageous  to  Division  III  to  enable  us  to  estabhsh  i^nbty  and  I 
firmly  believe  we  should  offer  that  same  opportunity  to  Division  I-A. 
Therefore  I  would  urge  all  of  the  members  of  Division  III  to  vote  to 
make  possible  for  Division  I-A  the  same  possibilities  that  we  have  had 
and  that  worked  so  much  to  our  own  benefit.  I  urge  yiu  all  to  support 
it  and  I  know  that  a  large  number  did  support  d  betore. 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans  (Council  of  Ivy  Groupof  Presidents):  I  would 
simply  say  to  the  delegates  that  we  have  heard  substantial 

this  morning  aboutanyrealintenttontousethis  provision^ 

perhaps  to  seek  Pell  Grant  approval.  Seeking  full  Pell  Grant 
approval  is  certainly  something  that  can  be  done  on^its  ®wn  ments 
through  legislation.  There  is  a  resolution  before  this  Convention  that 
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would  ask  for  a  financial  aid  study  to  consider  this  and  it  just  seems 
to  me  that  if  this  is  power  that  no  one  intends  to  use,  that  we  do  not 
need  to  grant  it. 

Jerry  M.  Hughes  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  As  vice- 
president  of  Division  II  and  a  member  of  the  membership  structure 
committee,  I  wo^d  echo  President  Weller’s  comments  and  urge  the 
delegates  in  Division  11  to  support  this  measure  and  give  Division  I 
this  final  step  of  autonomy. 

Fred  Jacoby  (Southwest  Athletic  Conference):  I  had  the  privilege 
of  chairing  the  membership  structure  committee  this  year,  and  let  me 
assure  the  delegates  here  that  deep  consideration  has  been  given  this 
issue.  On  our  committee,  we  had  17  members,  five  from  Division  I-A' 
tlvee  from  Division  I-AA,  two  from  Division  I-AAA,  four  from 
Di^ion  II  and  three  from  Division  HI.  for  a  total  of  17.  We  had  seven 
different  meetings,  and  one  of  the  main  thrusts  or  posture  of  the 
committee  all  along  has  been  that  with  the  heterogenous  gp'oupings 
that  we  have  of  some  900  members,  that  it  is  very,  very  important  that 
we  have  a  federation  principle. 

This  actually  is  the  last  step  in  that  direction.  The  financial  aid 
issue  represents  the  only  meaningful  exception  to  this  privilege.  We 
were  very  concerned  about  having  checks  and  balances.  There  are 

1  balances  in  this  legislation.  One,  as  President  Hearn 

of  Wake  Forest  has  already  indicated,  a  simple  majority  vote  on 
reconsideration  can  change  anything  in  that  regard.  That  is  a  very 
inyjortant  one.  The  other  option  is  to  operate  for  any  higher  amount. 

I  have  heard  nothing  in  this  Convention  that  would  indicate  that 
Di^ion  I-A  wanted  to  increase  the  numbers  of  grants-in-aid  or  to 
add  a  subsidy.  All  we  are  asking  for  is  to  have  a  more  homogeneous 
pouping  and  take  federation  to  the  next  step.  In  my  judgment,  it  has 
become  a  symbol,  a  symbol  that  we  are  not  trusting  Division  I-A.  I 
just  simply  do  not  believe  that.  It  certainly  is  not  placed  along  the  line 
that  you  have  to  start  trusting  and  working  with  the  people  that  you 
want  to  work  with. 

^  Convention  to  give  its  strong  support,  because  this 

be  the  last  meaningful  step  to  make  this  Convention  move  more 
emciently  in  the  future.  By  voting  “yes,”  you  are  going  to  complete 
the  package  for  federation. 

^cco  J.  Carzo  (TVifts  University):  I  would  like  to  urge  my 
colleagues  in  Division  III  to  support  No.  48. 

[Proposal  No.  48  (Page  A-103)  was  approved  by  all  divisions  (534- 
217,  seven  abstentions)  as  amended  by  No.  48-1,  roll-call  vote, 
after  a  successful  motion  to  reconsider.] 

Division  il  Championships — Minimum  Sponsorship  Requirements 
Jerry  M.  Hughes  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  On  behalf 
of  the  membership  structure  committee  and  the  Ck>uncil,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  55. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  you  know,  there  are  minimum  sponsorship  percentage  require- 


344 


1991  Convention  Proceedings 


i^ifved  OtheJ^e  we  mil  have  a  situation  where  we  might  lose 
rm^onS,“t  became  of  other 

Albany)*  Mr.  President,  I  am  on  the  NC^  Divwion  III  Steering 
cSterbn  behalf  of  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee,  I 

'^°’^^ro^sS^No!^55(Page  A-109)  was  aiipted  (732-7,  nine  absten¬ 
tions),  roll-call  vote.] 

Championships  Opportunities-Division  li 
Rocco  J.  Carzo  (T\ifts  University):  Mr.  Chair,  on 
Co^cil  and  the  membership  structure  committee,  I  move  the 

adoption  of  Proposal  No.  56. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  chamnionships  for 


br  7  Division  II  institution  to  opt  to  compete  m  xxj 


hnekev  for  men  field  hockey  and  lacrosse  lor  women.  ..e  ^ 

S  institutions  in  those  sports  because  ^vis*on  II 

simply  does  not  have  enough  sponsorship 

wS  ^WUUmM  Division  II  championshjs  m 
^portt  that  have  that  circumstance.  We  urge  your  adoption  of  that 

Thelrn^rtrul  U  tL  Division  III  has  a  consUteut  atWetics 
No  57  will  let  them  have  championships  in  which  no 

^  *  1 _ J  a  rvtsfaeaaonoDDortunity  proportionate  to  the 
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As  proposed.  No.  56-1  is  simply  not  acceptable  in  Division  III.  This 
is  not  fair  to  field  hockey  or  lacrosse,  which  are  in  the  same 
circumstances  as  ice  hockey.  The  petition  opportunity  that  would  be 
created  by  No.  56-2  is  more  palatable  than  No.  56-1,  but  we  see  no 
need  because  of  No.  57. 

Steve  Becker  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Superior):  I  would  like  to 
move  the  adoption  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  56-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Tom  Richards  (Bemidji  State  University):  I  am  the  faculty 
representative  at  Bemidji  State  University,  and  as  a  cosponsor  of  this 
amendment  we  wish  to  speak  on  behalf  of  Amendment-to-amendment 
No.  56-1.  When  this  body  dissolved  the  Division  II  ice  hockey 
championship  in  1985  and  presented  the  choice  of  playing  in  either 
the  Division  I  or  Division  III  championships,  Bemidji  State  University 
geared  its  hockey  program  to  compete  at  the  Division  III  level.  This 
choice  was  made  for  financial  reasons;  and  since  electing  to  play  in 
the  Division  III  championship,  we  have  been  members  in  good 
standing  and  have  complied  with  all  of  the  rules  of  Division  III 
including  no  scholarships  in  the  sport  of  ice  hockey. 

Passage  of  Proposal  56,  without  the  Amendment-to-amendment 
No.  56-1,  would  mean  that  our  program,  and  most  assuredly  other 
programs,  would  now  need  to  compete  at  the  Division  I  level,  or  for  all 
practical  purposes  face  elimination  of  the  sport.  Economic  considera¬ 
tions  dictate  that  we  do  not  play  Division  I  hockey.  The  sport  of  ice 
hockey,  with  only  nine  Division  II  schools  currently  playing  toward 
the  Division  III  championship,  is  indeed  unique  and  desires  special 
consideration. 

We  strongly  urge  your  support  of  No.  56-1.  Also,  please  take  note 
that  this  amendment-to-amendment  is  not  opposed  by  the  Presidents 
Commission. 

Ronald  L.  Hybertson  (Mankato  State  University):  Mr.  Chair,  we 
are  a  Division  II  institution  that  competes  in  Division  III  ice  hockey 
in  full  compliance  with  all  NCAA  regulations,  and  we  do  not  provide 
athletics  grants-in-aid  to  athletes  in  our  ice  hockey  program.  I  speak 
on  behalf  of  our  President,  Margaret  Preska,  who  is  unable  to  attend 
this  Convention  because  of  a  family  emergency.  President  Preska  is 
a  member  of  the  Presidents  Commission.  We  support  the  reform 
agenda  of  the  Presidents  Commission,  particularly  as  it  relates  to 
cost  reduction  and  reduction  of  the  amount  of  the  athlete’s  time.  We 
believe  there  needs  to  be  an  opportunity  for  Division  II  institutions  to 
compete  in  meaningful  championships  in  ice  hockey  without  in¬ 
creased  costs.  A  “yes”  vote  on  this  amendment-to-amendment  will 
allow  schools  like  ours  an  opportunity  to  compete  in  national 
championship  competition  in  ice  hockey  without  raising  costs. 

The  effect  of  Proposal  No.  56,  without  an  amendment,  will  be,  of 
course,  the  elimination  of  a  long-standing  and  successful  ice  hockey 
program  at  our  institution,  due  to  our  inability  to  provide  financial 
resources  to  compete  at  the  Division  I  level  in  ice  hockey.  We  need  your 
help  in  this  matter,  and  the  health  of  the  Northern  Collegiate  Ice 
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my  institution  is  not  affected  by  this  partic^ar  to 

amendment,  I  do  speak  on  behalf  of  it,  in  part,  as  a  courtesy  to 
PresS  Margaret  Preska  of  Mankato  State,  my  colleague  on  the 
Presidents  Commission.  President  Preska  was 

Convention  because  of  a  family  to  Srtto^r 

have  been  persuasive  in  her  arguments  on  behalf  of  this  panicimr 
amendment-to-amendment.  As  has  been  noted  on  No.  56-1 ,  this  is  not 

JSl  toe®  thL  are  DivSion  III 

hockey  that  are  not  in  favor  of  this  amendment.  In  the  ^ 
reform  we  feel  that  the  guidelines  and  the  rationale  for  Proposal  56 
definitely  says  all  sports  should  be  affected.  M  a  \ 

nrnhablv  can’t  tell  you  the  difference  between  a  blue  ^ 

tit  w  hoAer^aches  say  that  tha  philosopMca 
between  Di^ion  III  and  Division  II  are  no  more  evident  in  the  sj^rt 
of  ke  hockey,  especially  as  to  ^®  other 

A?Thiesfeld  (University  of  Wiscon^n, 
am  faSaty  representative  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin  at  St^®^ 
Point  a  Division  III  ice  hockey  sponsoring  institution.  In  J^trast  to 
fhrpre^kSTspeaker,  I  would  indicate  that  the 
and  56-2  include  the  Division  III  ice  hockey  playing  members  who  are 
Ln^tiveTX  i^act  of  Proposal  56  on  our  Division  II  colleague^ 
This  is  different  from  several  of  the  previous  proposals  in  that  there 

is  indeed  some  support  from  the  Division  in  members. 

If  these  Division  II  institutions  move  to  Division  I  ice  hockey,  it  is 
not  oni^  ST  affect  their  budgete  but  affect  the  budget  and 
scheduling  of  Division  II  schools  that  play  them  and  have  ® 
imnact  on  our  National  Collegiate  Hockey  Association  Conference.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  national  championships  m  ice  bockey  have 
nKen  dominated  by  Division  II  institutions  Th^  are  following 
the  rules  and  they  indeed,  do  not  offer  sdiolarships  to  athletes.  . 

I  feel  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  Divisions  II  and  III,  ’^®*'®‘:bolarship 
hockev  to  aoprove  No.  56-1  and  at  the  very  least,  as  was  indicated, 
YomH^p^  to  No.  56-2  which  would  let  the  .ce  hockey 

’"jern^-  Hugtos  (Central  Missouri  State  Univeraity):  On 
of  the  membership  structure  committee  and  the 
oppose  Nos.  56-1  and  56-2  and  support  the  mam  motion. 

ST^utlines,  it  woidd  enable  those  institutions  an  opportunity  to  play 

(Gannon  University):  I  am  fining  it  ye^  ha^ 
to  find  some  sympathy  for  these  hockey-playing  DiyisKm  g 
towS^llnrbeaUowedtoplayhock^^ 
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only  nine  of  them.  If  Proposal  57  passes,  they  will  have  a  place  to  go.!;. 
The  reason  I  am  having  trouble  finding  sympathy  for  them  is  that  my.  ^ 
football  program,  as  a  Division  II  institution,  was  just  voted  out  of 
Division  III  and  has  nowhere  to  go.  We  started  football  to  enhance  | 
enrollment.  Unfortunately,  those  efforts  will  be  in  vain  because  when 
I  put  my  100  football  players  out  against  a  Division  II  institution  they . 
are  all  going  to  get  killed.  We  will  be  right  back  where  we  started. 

I  am  having  a  lot  of  trouble  finding  sympathy  for  the  hockey- 
playing  institutions;  and  on  behalf  of  the  membership  structure 
committee,  I  would  vote  against  Nos.  56-1  and  56-2,  and  vote  for 
Proposal  No.  56  and  put  everybody  back  in  the  same  division. 

[Proposal  No.  56-1  (Page  A-111)  was  defeated  by  all  three 
divisions  (51-230, 35  abstentions.  Division  1;  58-110,  15  absten¬ 
tions,  Division  II;  22-209,  12  abstentions,  Division  III),  roll-call 

votes.]  •  .  V 

Steven  Becker  (Northern  Collegiate  Hockey  Association):  On 
behalf  of  the  Northern  Collegiate  Hockey  Association  and  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Superior,  I  would  like  to  move  the  adoption  of 
Amendment-to-amendment  No.  56-2. 

[TTre  motion  was  seconded.] 

Tom  Richards  (Bemidji  State  University):  I  will  make  this  very 
brief.  Understanding  this  willingness  to  grant  the  ice  hockey 
championship  exception  to  play  in  Division  III  championships,  we 
request  the  passage  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  56-2.  This 
legislation  gives  the  Division  III  hockey-playing  schools  the  right  to 
vote  on  the  acceptance  of  a  Division  II  team  in  their  Division  III 
championship.  After  all,  they  are  the  affected  schools,  and  they 
deserve  the  opportunity  to  make  this  decision. 

Contrary  to  the  situation  in  football,  today  we  have  heard  support 
from  both  sides  in  Division  III.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  hockey¬ 
playing  schools  in  Division  III  do  not  oppose  the  inclusion  of  playing 
Division  II  schools  in  the  ice  hockey  championships. 

Ronald  L.  Hybertson  (Mankato  State  University):  I  also  would 
speak  in  support  of  Amendment-to-amendment  No.  56-2.  We  at 
Mankato  State  also  concur  with  the  concept  of  Div^ion  III  hockey¬ 
playing  schools'  right  to  vote  on  the  acceptance  of  Division  11  schools 
into  their  Division  HI  championship  competition.  I  would  ask  the 
body  to  draw  its  attention  to  Proposal  52,  which  was  acted  upon 
earlier  this  morning,  particularly  the  rationale  stated  there.  The 
presidents  have  supported  this  rationale  and  No.  52  has  passed.  I  feel 
it  is  the  general  intent  of  Proposal  56,  Amendment-to-amendment  56- 
2,  also.  I  ask  for  your  support.  •  • 

Bocco  J.  Carzo  (Thfts  University):  As  a  member  of  the  Division 
III  Steering  Committee,  I  would  like  to  reiterate  that  Proposition  57 
provides  relief  for  those  schools  who  will  be  displaced  by  this 

legislation.  , 

John  D.  Galaris  (Salem  State  College):  Mr.  Chair,  I  am  from 
Salem  State  College,  a  Division  III  hockey-playing  school.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  this  body  that  ice  hockey  is  somewhat  unique.  We 
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i,.»adethatpr»vision 

I  to  be  voted  "  i„  the  country  who  pto 

,^rtt"umS’^''Bup^^  a  national  chantpionshtp.  So, 

fTteehoieySpronshfpfoJJt^^ 

g"  a«  ^creasing  our  oost.  ^  be  whether  a  nato^l 

^tacreasing  cos^  Tto  second  qu^^^  ^  „eamngtul  cham- 

No  56.2  (Page  A-U.)  was  defea^,%^^o“ 

.  tions.  Division  II;  84-140,1^  a 

wtes^  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  Universi^  Presldwt  Warren  for 


motion  waa  ae(»nded.]  one-game, 

The  intent  is  to  let  O'™'*”  H  Key  and  lacroase,  the  .aporto  in 


General  Business  Session 


have  its  own  championships  for  its  members.  The  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Commission  urge  your  support. 

Paul  H.  Brand  (University  of  Alabama,  Huntsville):  Mr.  Chair,  I . 
would  like  to  eiddress  No.  57  one  more  time.  It  has  been  said  by  some 
that  there  are  only  nine  Division  II  schools  that  play  ice  hockey.  I 
think  that  is  incorrect.  That  would  give  the  appearance  there  are  not 
very  many  schools  out  there  and  might  cause  some  in  this  body  to 
think  that  with  only  nine  schools  a  championship  should  not  be 
sponsored  by  the  NCAA.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I  believe  that 
there  are  quite  a  few  more  than  nine,  although  I  don’t  know  the  exact 
number.  Some  of  us  used  to  play  at  the  Division  I  level.  We  made  that 
choice  because  there  was  not  a  Division  II  championship.  Should 
Proposal  57  pass,  it  would  likely  cause  some  of  us  to  rethink  our 
position  and  maybe  decide  that  most  Division  TI  institutions  would 
also  play  Division  II  hockey. 

[Proposal  No.  57  (Page  A-112)  was  adopted  (709-21,  six  absten¬ 
tions),  roll-call  vote.] 

Financial  Aid— Summer  School 

Malcolm  C.  Mclnnis  Jr,  (University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville):  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  84. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

We  believe  that  this  proposal  is  easier  to  administer  and  more 
desirable  than  Proposal  No.  28  as  a  procedure  for  controlling  the 
summer-school  aid  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  freshman  year.  This 
proposal  parallels  the  current  bylaw  for  summer  aid  following  the 
freshman  year.  I  would  like  to  also  call  your  attention  to  the  Council’s 
interpretation  of  Proposal  No.  28,  allowing  athletically  related 
sununer  aid  to  partial  nonqualifiers. 

Frank  R.  A.  Resnick  (Central  Connecticut  State  University):  I 
stand  in  opposition  to  Proposal  No.  84.  I  suggest  clarification  is 
needed  on  what  constitutes  a  full  or  equivalency  scholarship  for  the 
summer-term  or  summer-school  period.  There  is  no  definition  and  I 
have  been  unable  to  obtain  an  official  interpretation.  While  the 
printed  rationale  indicates  this  proposal  simply  parallels  the  current 
bylaw,  I  find  danger  in  approving  another  resolution  that  will  be 
undefinable.  Parenthetically,  I  should  add  that  Division  II  approved 
Proposal  No.  91  yesterday  morning,  deleting  that  current  bylaw  from 
its  division. 

The  focus  of  my  concern  is  the  terminology  and  requirement  that 
subsequent  awards  given  must  be  in  proportion  to  the  awards  given 
during  the  summer.  This,  of  course,  presents  no  problem  to  those 
institutions  that  provide  full  grants-in-aid  to  all  students  and  intend 
to  provide  full  funding  for  whatever  expenses  the  student  incurs 
during  the  summer.  For  many  of  the  rest  of  us,  there  is  a  danger. 
Aside  from  the  proportional  rule,  current  rules  already  provide  the 
opportunity  to  give  nonathletics  financial  aid  to  such  incoming 
student-atMetes . 

You  will  vote  shortly  on  Proposal  No.  28  to  decide  whether  or  not  to 
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'  Roy  Kramer  (Southeastern  i  ^  awarded  based 

valency”  is  very  clear  an  awarded  for  the  following  fall, 

:on  what  the  “holarehip  jll 
iSaSagmaWn-aidandthat^^^^ 

on  the  floor.  ctato  ITniversitv):  I  would  like  to  seek 

Jerry  Kingston  ^ Amona  SUt«  ^ 

an  interpretation  from  the  chair.  It  Pro^^m  o  ^ 

that  a  student  could  For  example  if  the  student  is  on  a  partial 

received  under  Proposal  28.  tor  exap, 

scholarship  for  the  student  woidd  qualify  for  aid  under 

number  of  10  percent,  but  that  student  wom^qua  J 

No.  28.  under  the  same  P"nc'P  f  by  the  10- 

students.  IS  that  nualifies  for  aid  on  the  basis  of  all 

Bernor^"e"‘5^“rirsT^rvlr“m^^^ 

of  Proposal  No.  28. 

intention  regarding  Pro^sai  ^  o  . 

of  financial  aid  that  may  be  awarded  to  incoming 

an  institution’s  wion  sponsored  by  the  Presidents 

the  Convention  for^prospectiw  student-athlete 

Commission  to  permit  finanm  oummer  term,  summer-school 

to  attend  a  member  32  this  Commission,  took 

.  r^ttoSSSlathletes^oughttobeWovidedeveryopport^^ 
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nity  to  become  acclimated  to  the  academic  challenges  of  the  collegiate 
environment  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  order  to  emphasize  that  the  decision  to  provide  financial^| 
assistance  is  an  institutional  decision  intended  to  ensure  the  individ- 
ual's  academic  success,  the  proposal  contained  an  additional  provision 
that  the  student’s  hnancial  aid  must  be  granted  without  regard  in  j 
any  degree  to  athletics  ability.  The  Commission  intended  that  this  fi 
financial  assistance  would  be  awarded  on  the  same  basis  as  to 
students  generally;  and  once  the  determination  to  award  funds  had  | 
been  made  by  the  financial  aid  officer,  the  funds  could  come  firom^i 
athletics  sources.  ^  j 

The  language  of  the  1991  proposal,  No.  28,  attempts  to  make  this, 
point  clear  for  Divisions  I  and  II.  In  Division  III,  the  awarding  I 
institution  would  continue  to  certify  in  writing  that  the  student’s  .  I 
financial  aid  was  granted  without  regard  in  any  degree  to  the-  | 
athletics  ability.  The  legislation  would  continue  to  stipulate  that  .j 
during  the  summer  term  for  the  orientation  period  the  recipient  shall ' 
not  engage  in  any  organized  athletics  practice  activities. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Presidents  Commission  that  this  proposal  ^ 
clarifies  the  Presidents  Commission’s  intent  from  the  1990  Convention  *  :j| 
Proposal  No.  32.  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  , 
Council,  I  urge  your  support. 

Douglas  S.  Hobbs  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles):  I  rise  • 
on  behalf  of  the  Council  to  support  No.  28  and  to  note  that  the 
interpretation  circulated  at  this  Convention  also  clarifies  a  number  of 
points.  First,  nonqualifiers  and  partial  qualifiers  may  receive  aid  to 
attend  summer  school  prior  to  initial  enrollment,  provided  they 
qualify  to  receive  the  aid  on  the  same  basis  as  other  students.  In  such . 
cases,  the  source  of  the  funds  may  be  the  athletics  department. 

Secondly,  the  proposal  in  general  would  not  apply  to  transfer 
students;  and  finally,  once  the  student-athlete  qualifies  on  the  same 
basis  as  other  students,  the  financial  aid  package  of  the  student- 
athlete  may  differ  from  those  of  the  students  generally.  For  example, 
the  athletics  department  could  fully  provide  such  assistance  in  the 
form  of  a  grant,  although  the  financial  aid  office  providing  assistance 
to  the  normal  student  would  include  a  work-study  component. 

Anthony  F.  Ceddia  (Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
Mr.  Chair,  I  am  a  member  of  the  Division  II  Steering  Committee  and 
I  urge  the  members  of  Division  II  to  strongly  support  Proposal  No.  28 
for  the  reasons  stated  by  the  two  previous  speakers.  This  amendment 
carries  the  strong  support  of  the  steering  committee  in  Division  II 
and  will  clarify  once  and  for  all  the  issue  of  providing  support  for 
summer  school  prior  to  the  entrance  of  the  student-athlete. 

Roy  Kramer  (Southeastern  Conference);  I  would  like  a  point  of 
interpretation  from  the  sponsors  of  this.  We  have  been  told  on 
numerous  occasions  that  we  should  not  weaken  Proposal  48.  Yet,  the 
interpretation  of  Proposal  28  states  that  if  it  is  passed  we  may  now 
award  based  on  the  other  qualifications,  which  are  not  too  difficult  to 
work  through  a  financial  office.  So,  now,  we  are  back  to  awarding  aid 
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Kramer;  That  determination  is  made  by  individual  instUu- 

f  Slider:  I  do  not  recall  the  cost  containment  committee  taking 

'V*Eu^ne"F.  Corrigan  (Atlantic  Coast  Conference);  I  definitely 
I'^lpXTjNo^stpTgeA^wasdefeatedbylMvmto 

§  ■  LSstention8)andbyDivisionn(85-96,oneabstention),roll- 

^  call  votes.] 

■  Expenses  lor  Competition  u  u 

■  '■ :  Charles  Whitcomb  (San  Jose  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 

.  '  Council,  I  would  move  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  32. 

oKSf^S  The^  SJcil,  I  move  adoption  of  Amendment-to- 
i  amendment  No.  32-1.  ,1-1 

i-  “uttl  correct  a  problem  about  Pro^al 

Srwa“C5ht  to  the  Council's  attention  at  its  pre- 
Snventto  review  of  interpretations  S  ?o 

Sntest  or  an  NCAA  championships  earlier  than  48  hours  prior  to 

“Zlnterpretations  Committee  correctly  “"‘.^Ition 

cle^fy '^3  L  the 

within  36  hours  after  the  competition  concludes.  The  Counc  g 
Wrrume"  for  cTusts.  B^ad?  Jng 
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student-athlete  may  remain  in  the  area  after  competition.  By’ 
imposing  these  restrictions,  travel  costs  will  be  reduced  as  well  as  the  • 
number  of  student-athletes  missing  classes.  This  proposal  is  recog-  ‘ 
nized  by  the  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction  and  it  is  the 
special  committee’s  view  that  the  time  that  an  institution  is  permitted ’ 
to  be  at  a  site  for  competition,  both  before  and  after  the  event,  is 
sufficient  to  permit  an  institution  to  take  advantage  of  reduced  air- 
fares  without  running  afoul  of  the  restrictions  and  also  will  allow 
enough  time  for  student-athletes  to  recuperate  from  travel  to  prepare 
in  advance  of  contests. 

Also,  please  note  that  this  legislation  provides  a  significant 
reduction  for  travel  to  or  from  Hawaii  or  Alaska  related  to  the 
competition  that  takes  place  within  the  official  vacation  periods 
during  the  academic  year.  If  this  legislation  carries,  it  has  an  August 
1,  1991,  effective  date,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Council  I  urge  your 
support. 

[Proposal  No.  32-1  (Page  A-35)  was  adopted  (678-28, 10  absten¬ 
tions),  roll-call  vote,] 

[Proposal  No.  32  (Page  A-34)  was  adopted  (710-19)  as  amended 
by  No.  32-1,  roll-call  vote.] 

[NOTE:  The  general  business  session  was  recessed  at  12:05  p.m.} 

Thursday  Afternoon,  January  10, 1991 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1:35  p.m.  with  President  Witte 
presiding. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Resolution;  Academic  Requirements 

R.  Gerald  'Hirner  (University  of  Mississippi):  I  believe  everyone 
in  this  hall  knows  that  academic  issues  have  been  among  the 
Presidents  Commission’s  paramount  concerns  since  the  Commission 
was  created  seven  years  ago.  Therefore,  I  would  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  58. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Academic  issues,  in  all  probability,  will  be  the  primary  focus  of  the 
Presidents  Commission  during  the  1991  or  the  1992  Convention.  For 
the  past  couple  of  years,  the  Commission  Has  heeded  the  advice  of 
others  in  setting  aside  overt  actions  to  strengthen  academic  require¬ 
ments  in  athletics  participation.  We  did  that  specifically  this  past 
year  when  the  conference  of  conferences  proposed  upgrading  acade¬ 
mic  requirements,  proposed  initial  eligibility  and  continuing  eligibil¬ 
ity.  We  decided  not  to  sponsor  the  legislation  as  proposed  in  the  belief 
that  we  ^ould  not  change  the  Association’s  current  legislation  in  this 
area  until  we  begin  to  see  the  results  of  the  NCAA  ongoing  academic 
research  so  we  could  begin  at  that  time  to  determine  the  effects  of  the 
current  rules. 

Now,  the  five-year  cohort  in  that  study  is  available  this  month. 
Now,  we  can  begin  to  analyze  that  data  and  finally  we  can  begin  to 
make  some  informed  decisions  regarding  the  appropriate  strengthen- 


fidg  of  our  academic  requirements.  Therefore, 

imision  joins  the  NCAA  Council  in  sponsonng  this  resolufion.  It  will 

Idirectthe  Academic  Requirements  (^mmittee  to 
K  in  onni't.  legislation  that  will  raise  our  academic  standards 


Finally,  the  resolution  says  that  iiaiiy,  anu  i 
^Underestimate  this  point,  the  Commission  or  the 
fc  ' submit  legislation  to  this  Convention  next  January 
^  rMademic  requirements.  Please  note  that  there  are  no  ifo  in  that 
idanguage.  The  legislation  will  be  submitted.  Therrfore,  I  ^rongly 
^'.urge  your  “yes”  vote  on  this  important  message,  both  to  the  Conven- 
''  tion  and  higher  education,  and  to  the  American  rv*  •  • 

Frances  X  Rienzo  (Georgetown  University):  At  the  Divisron 


F  Sdl^eS^i^SSn.  ‘lengthen”  is  used  in 

'f'  the  last  two  paragraphs.  However,  m  the  previous 
%  talk  about  examination  of  resear^ 
k  resolution  is  established,  we  will  be  told  what 
i'  dresent  it  to  the  Convention  before  they  can  have  an  opportimity  to 
I  ■  examine  the  research  data.  Therefore,  would  an  appropriate 
I'  Se  be  to  remove  “strengthen”  and  insert  “appropriate  for  the 

'  word  “strengthen”  in  the  last  two  para^aphs'  i 

Douglas  S.  Hobbs  (University  of  Califomia,  I^s  Migeles).  ^  can 
only  spLk  for  the  Council.  I  don’t  think  this 
about  the  verbs.  I  think  we  can  use  “improve,  ei^nce  or  the 
currently  voguish  one— “fine-tune.”  I  think  what  ^th  the  ^mmission 
and  the  Council  are  trying  to  say  is  that  Proposition  48  been  on 
the  books  and  it  is  time  that  it  be  reviewed.  As  to  the 
previous  speaker  that  the  committee  is  being 
something  along  certain  lines,  that  is  certainly  ^ 

what  is  submitted  is  not  considered 
Commission  or  the  Council,  of  course,  it 
brought  forward.  In  the  final  analysis,  it  is  this  Convention  that  will 
i  lil  pass^upon  refinements  or  improvements  to  initial  eligibility  and 

I  Athletic  Conference):  I  was 

I  ^  support  what  Frank  Rienzo  stated,  even  though 
■i  intent  of  the  committee  was  to  examme  the  research.  1  can 
assure  you  that  it  did  make  a  difference  in  our 
“strengthen.”  It  seems  to  direct  the  people  to  strengthen  and  to 
imWove  or  enhance.  But,  again,  if  the  intent  of  the  ^  ^ 

examine  the  research,  make  the  appropriate 
think  that  would  make  a  difference  on  haw  people  wll 
Jerry  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University)^  Speaking  to  the 
issue  raised  by  Frank,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  woidd  be  ’^®jy  ^ 

the  Academic  Requirements  Con^ittee  to  perhaps 
of  recommendation  with  respect  to  the 

ards  and  perhaps  not  even  make  a  recommendation  with  respect  to 


355 


354 


1991  Convention  Proceedings 


General  Business  Session 


the  initial-eligibility  standards.  All  the  research  that  is  being  done  on; 
Proposition  48  relates  only  to  the  initial-eligibility  standards.  So,  L 
would  believe  that  this  resolution  as  worded  would  not  be  binding  on 
the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  to  necessarily  have  to  bring 
forth  stronger  initial-eligibility  standards.  I  think.the  language  will- 
stand  on  its  own. 

President  Witte:  I  think  the  concern  expressed  by  two  of  the. 
speakers  was  that  the  word  “strengthen”  could  be  interpreted  to 
mean  that  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee  will  be  ordered  to 
do  something  that  possibly  they  didn’t  believe  in  or  they  didn’t  believe* 
that  it  was  justified.  I  don’t  think  that  was  the  intent.  In  fact,  I  am  not. 
sure  whether  tlmt  interpretation  could  ever  be  enforced  even  if  it  was  s 
the  intent.  I  think  that  it  is  necessarily  implicit  that  the  Academic 
Requirements  Committee  is  free  to  exercise  its  best  informed* 
judgment  in  good  faith  in  reviewing  the  data  that  is  referred  to  in  this . 
resolution. 

[Proposal  No.  58  (Page  A-113)  was  adopted.]  , 

Resolution:  Athletics  Certification 

James  Frank  (Southwestern  Athletic  Conference):  This  resolution: 
was  recommended  to  the  Council  by  the  Committee  on  Review  and 
Planning,  of  which  I  am  a  member.  That  committee  is  made  up 
primarily  of  former  NCAA  officers  and  operates  as  the  Association’s 
long-ranp  planning  group.  It  is  our  belief  that  it  will  benefit  this 
Association  to  go  on  record  now  in  favor  of  pursuing  the  concept  of 
institutional  athletics  certification  and  that  is  the  point  of  this 
resolution.  You  are  aware  that  the  Association  currently  is  conducting 
a  pilot  program  in  Division  I  to  test  the  concept  and  to  perceive  what 
is  involved  in  establishing  a  certification  program. 

This  resolution  merely  states  that  we  will  receive  a  progress  report 
on  that  pro^am  at  next  year’s  (Convention,  and  that  the  Council  will 
sponsor  legislation  to  establish  a  mandatory  program  at  the  1993 
Convention.  That  is  only  if  the  review  of  the  pilot  program  incUcates ' 
that  such  action  will  be  appropriate.  You  should  know  that  the 
Commission  and  other  outside  groups  have  expressed  interest  in' 
some  type  of  certification  or  accreditation  program  in  college, 
athletics.  Ten  or  12  years  ago,  I  developed  a  tentative  plan  in  that 
regard  when  I  was  a  member  of  the  Long-Range  Planning  Committee 
and  the  NCAA  Council. 

I  believe  a  program  of  this  nature  is  coming.  I  suggest  that  this 
Association  go  on  record  now  as  being  willing  to  consider  a  report  in 
that  regard  next  year  and  possibly,  I  will  repeat,  possibly  legiriation 
the  year  later.  We  should  not  be  afraid  to  take  a  careful  look  at  any 
step  that  would  enhance  our  valuable  institutional  self-study  program 
that  may  be  beneficial  to  intercollegiate  athletics  in  the  future.  On 
behalf  of  the  review  and  planning  committee  and  the  NCAA  Council, 

I  respectfully  request  the  support  for  this  resolution  and,  therefore,  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Propos^  No.  59. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 
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59  (Page  A-llS)  was  adopted.) 

aar-  Conference  VoWnfl  Privilege#  .  , 

|‘ ’  Roy  Kramer  (Southeastern  Confereix^:  On  behalf  of  the  spo  ■ 
E'.sore,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  60. 

iipiSeoflegislationaswecontoourm^W^ 

I’  those  of  an  institution.  gome  of  those  votes 

member  institutions,  not  of  mem  onme  10  some  four.  Some  are 

I-  onhat  ’conference,  some  are 

¥.  voted  at  the  discrefion  of  the  ^jomy  w 

r  not.  As  a  result,  we  have  a  democratic  process  in 

r .  represent  an  appropriate  commi  restore  this  Convention 

f-  thta  (:>>nventlon,  and  I  strongly  urge  that  we  mtore^v 

Conference):  I  find  it  conference  and.  therefore, 

I 

I .  to  be  prevailing 

I  Sferences  have  four,  air,  eight.  10  or  Jf 

U  that  there  is  with  30  000  students,  who 

R  Resolution:  Playing  Rufes  ttt 
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goal  posts  and  the  change  that  mandated  the  25-second  clock.  Both  of 
these  decisions  were  somewhat  controversial  in  some  membership 
divisions  because  of  their  financial  impact  and  because  of  the 
differences  of  participation  rates  among  divisions.  Because  of  the* 
aptparent  controversy  created  by  these  decisions,  the  steering  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  it  is  wise  to  ask  the  NCAA  Executive  Committee 
and  the  division  championships  committees  and  those  sports  com¬ 
mittees  with  playing  rules  responsibilities  to  determine  the  feasibility 
and  desirability  of  developing  more  flexibility  of  playing  rules  to 
accommodate  the  differences  of  the  Association  membership  divisions. 

I  believe  it  is  imi»rtant  to  note  that  this  resolution  only  directs  that 
proposed  legislation  be  recommended  for  Council  sponsorship  at  the 
1992  Convention,  only  if  the  aforementioned  committees  agree  that 
this  is  appropriate  to  do  so.  I  would  like  to  urge  this  body  support  as 
strongly  as  possible  this  resolution. 

Milo  R,  Lude  (University  of  Washington):  Mr.  Chair,  I  am  chair  of 
the  Football  Rules  Committee.  The  Football  Rules  Committee  totally 
supports  the  Division  III  Steering  Committee  with  this  resolution, 
and  I  might  say  Mr.  President  that  we  represent  the  committee  of  the 
Association  that  is  the  longest  in  terms  of  operation,  114  years,  and 
has  quite  a  reputation.  You  can  decide  on  that  whichever  way.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  like  this  resolution. 

David  M,  Nelson  (Yankee  Conference):  I  speak  also  for  the. 
Football  Rules  Committee.  I  believe  this  resolution  is  the  best 
procedure  to  open  dialogue  with  all  the  divisions,  the  rules  committees 
and  the  Executive  Committee,  to  formulate  legislation  for  the  1992 
Convention  in  order  to  resolve  the  problems  in  the  rule-making 
process  at  the  present  time. 

[Proposal  No.  63  (Page  A-116)  was  adopted.] 

Awards— NCAA  Championships 

James  E,  Delaney  (Big  Ten  Conference):  I  would  like  to  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  64.  The  intent  here  is  simply  to  make  clear 
that  awards  presented  by  the  NCAA  for  NCAA  championship 
competition  are  not  counted  within  the  $300  limitation. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

[Proposal  No.  64  (Page  A-117)  was  adopted.] 

Resolution:  Student-Athlete  EilgiblUty  Related  to 
Professional  Draft  and  Involvement  In  NegotialUons 

L.  Oval  Jaynes  (Colorado  State  University):  I  wo\ild  like  to  move 
the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  68. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  68  is  a  resolution  which,  if  adopted,  would  require  the 
NCAA  Professional  Sports  Liaison  Committee  and  the  NCAA 
Committee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism  to  develop  proposed 
legislative  changes  that  would  permit  student-athletes  with  profes¬ 
sional  aspirations  and  potential  to  declare  eligibility  for  professional 
leagues’  drafts  without  losing  their  amateur  status  under  NCAA 
rules.  Currently,  some  student-athletes  with  professional  aspirations 
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I  cartes  TheXs  CRmple  University):  I  stand  m  sup^rt  of 
li.  ...  r-Q  T  Q-f,  riirrentlv  chair  of  the  Professional  Sports 

If  f\>mmittee  of  the  NCAA,  and  we  have  been  working  on  this 

r  wrv  issue  for  several  years.  We  are  getting  very  close  to  sending  it  to 
I-  theCowcil,  a  piece  of  legislation  that  I  suspect  everyone  will  feelve^ 

^  '(,■  ■  pnmfortable  with  You  should  know  also  that  we  have  been  commun  - 
cati4  and  will  continue  to  communicate  with  the 

I' 

r-  something  we  can  all  be  proud  of. 
f '  [Proi»sal  No.  68  (Page  A-121)  was  adopted.] 

I  ’  Amateurism  „  ,  n  t 

f  Thomas  L.  Jones  (University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa):  I  move 

I;  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  69, 

I  ThIpur™M™fTh£,^  Chair,  is  to  correct  what  ®  ® 

I  We  feel  that  this  presents  a  more  realistic  view  and  we  think  t 

fe  present  position  is  somewhat  nmve. 

r--  [Proposal  No.  69  (Page  A-122)  was  defeated.] 

I:'  Preenrollment  Training  Expenses  ,  x. 

I'  R  Hnlland  (University  of  California,  Los  Angeles).  Un 

I  Amateurism  Issues,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  70. 

I  TWs^pr^SiTdesSne^to  plrmit  an  'u  S Ol^pS 

actual  andnecessary  training  expenses  from  the  U.S.  Ol^pic 
|.  Committee  or  the  appropriate  national  ^ 

flffectine  the  individual’s  amateur  status,  providing  the  traming 

5  o^urs  nrior  to  full-time  enrollment.  Practically,  this  proposal 
P  expand^  only  slightly  the  current  list  of  actual  and 

expenses  tha^  the  individual  may  receive  without  jeopardizmg  the 

6  athlete’s  amateur  status. 
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More  importantly,  the  proposal  extends  to  individuals  who  have| 
not  yet  enrolled  in  college  the  opportunity  to  have  their  training:^ 
expenses  covered  regardless  of  any  tie  to  an  upcoming  competitionVil 
The  proposal  precludes  this  limited  developmental  training,  support  u 
need  provided  by  the  amateur  athletics  organizations,  other  thanv| 
those  expenses  approved  and  provided  directly  by  the  U.S.  Olympic 
Committee  or  the  appropriate  national  governing  body.  The  clean- 
slate  concept  assures  that  young  athletes  presented  with  opportunities 
to  develop  athletically  prior  to  collegiate  enrollment  are  not  foreclosed 
of  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  NCAA  intercollegiate  athletics 
programs. 

[Proposal  No.  70  (Page  A-123)  was  adopted.] 

Developmental  Training  Expenses 

Joseph  L.  Kearney  (Western  Athletic  Conference):  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Council  and  the  NCAA  Special  Committee  to 
Review  Amateurism  Issues,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  71. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  would  permit  individuals  of  all  ages  to  receive  actual 
and  necessary  expenses  for  developmental  training  programs  con¬ 
ducted  and  supervised  by  the  United  States  Olympic  Committee  or 
the  appropriate  national  governing  body  during  the  summer  vacation 
period.  Such  developmental  training  expenses  currently  are  permis¬ 
sible  only  when  the  training  directly  relates  to  an  upcoming  compe¬ 
tition  in  which  the  individual  will  represent  the  amateur  sports 
organization  providing  the  expenses.  Unfortunately,  this  has  caused 
certain  amateur  athletics  organizations  to  schedule  and  conduct 
competitions  against  outside  teams  at  the  end  of  the  training  periods, 
solely  in  order  to  meet  the  NCAA  requirements  for  providing 
expenses. 

Modif^ng  the  legislation  to  remove  the  competition  requirement 
will  assist  the  attempts  of  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  and  the 
national  governing  bodies  to  develop  athletes  of  all  ages.  It  will 
permit  students  to  receive  expenses  and  participate  at  such  training 
pro^ams  only  during  periods  outside  of  the  academic  year  when  the 
individuals  are  not  likely  to  be  involved  in  athletics  and/or  academic 
pursuits  at  their  institutions.  The  proposal  licensed  the  owners  of 
control  and  supervision  on  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  and  the 
national  governing  bodies  and  their  coaches  who  should  be  motivated 
to  comply  with  the  restrictions  for  fear  of  losing  the  privilege  of 
providing  such  expenses.  On  behalf  of  the  Ck)uncil  and  the  committee, 

I  move  adoption. 

[Proposal  No.  71  (Page  A-124)  was  adopted.] 

Conference  Promotional  Activities 

Joseph  S,  Boland  III  (Auburn  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
sponsors,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  72. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  No.  72  will  permit  a  member  conference  to  utilize  the 
student-athlete’s  name,  his  picture  or  appearance  to  promote  or 
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“"T^ot?a“No°WPageA.125),.as  adopted.] 

Proposal  No.  94,  j  j  i 

w^ip'l“onoX?n^tHuto  Sst  bacome  a  Di^ion  III 

approved  the  slate  of  candidates.} 

proposed  amendments 

Official  Visits— ACT  or  SAT  Scores 

rh«rlea  Cavagnaro  (Memphis  State  University):  On  behalf  of 
cSle^teAftletic  cLferenoe  and  the  Ccuncl,  I  move  the 

adoption  of  Proposal  No.  9^ 

ti  being  a  partial  or  a 
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ii: 


nonqualifier. 

nf  legislation  does  not  mandate  achievement 

of  ttie  minimum  score  pnor  to  the  official  visit.  It  does  provide 
sufficient  notice  and  lead  time  that  the  prospect  may  make  the 

August  1, 1992.  l^nally  It  does  contain  the  waiver  provision  for  the 
foreign  or  other  disabled  prospects.  On  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  urge 
the  support  of  this  proposal. 

hpSf  Hurlbut  (Council  of  Ivy  Group  of  Presidents):  On 

Na  gif  sponsors,  I  move  passage  of  Amendment-to-amendment 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

ti'e  PSAT  to  the  list  of' 
tests  that  the  ^ospect  must  have  taken  prior  to  accepting  an  official 
campus  visit.  Our  concern  U  that  in  our  institutions,  as  i^?h  tLny 

thefr^  Student-athletes  are  advised  bj 

then-  academic  co^elors  to  take  standardized  tests  in  the  fS  of 
their  senior  year.  Our  admissions  directors  advise  us  that  multiple 
are  gperally  averaged  in  many  institutions,  which  woS 
nS  multiple  test  taking  on  the  part  of  many  prospects.  We^ 

not  w^  to  weaken  the  intent  of  No.  98.  We  simply  wiSi  to  retain 
some  institutional  autonomy  in  this  matter.  The  PSAT  is  part  of  the 
established  national  testing  program  and  is  widely  used.  I  ^uld  note 
m  ^s^s  ^  the  adoption  of  No.  98  whether  or  not  No. 

(Patriot  League):  I  am  not  sure  that  all  of  us  are 
really  aware  when  some  of  this  testing  takes  place  on  the  part  of  our 

ACTb^P  fl  f®K  ^  encourage  you  to  let  the  PSAT  or  the 

to^amendS^^  ^  procedure.  I  urge  you  to  support  this  amendment- 

Milo  R.  Lude  (University  of  Washington):  Mr.  President  has 
there  been  any  thought  ^ven  to  the  fact  that  men’s  and  women^ 

seems  like  it  is  a  very,  very  small  window  of 
opportunity  for  visits.  I  was  interested  in  the  discussion  that  led  up  to 

Mr.  Cavagnaro:  The  details  were  not  discussed  on  those  sports  It 
was  pnmanly  designed  for  football  and  basketball  student-aSletes 
and  the  majonty  of  those  kids  that  fall  in  the  range  of  those  that 
might  have  a  ^rd  time  with  the  national  testing. 

[Proposal  No.  98-1  (Page  A-ISO)  was  adopted  by  Divisions  I  and 

Mr.  Cavagnaro:  In  moving  No.  98,  as  amended,  I  would  like  to 
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I;  Unofficial  Vlslte— Meal*  ^ 

provide  a  meal  to  tne  paren  nthlptes  are  not  going  to  use 

.  I^entsseeinsimreasonable.  y  bill  when  a  student  is  in 

I'^bring  a  student  there  Eonsoort  the  parents,  we  are  not 

^attendance.  We  are  not  for  a  minor  change. 

^  asking  to  house  ,  The  meal  is  limited  to  the  on-campus 

'f (StS  N^York,  Stony  Brook): 


thegonoralphUoso^yo™on-^^^ 

S"  On  behalf  of  the  steering 

defeated  by  Division  III  (89-101).! 

Contest  Limitations— Foreign  Tours  v  On 

tours  for  student-atWetes.  tour  ofWarsaw,  Poland,  and 

conference  W^  aske^w^^  4tes  ttat  we 

Moscow.  We  were  told  wnen  ^iievball  and  men’s  tennis  and 
were  baslitb^l  oonld  play  10  times.  So, 

iutt  a“r^t  in  the  legislation  and  we  ask  you  to  erase 

UO  (Page  A.159)  was  adopted  by  all  three  divi- 

sions.] 

^  Jame^^W.  Vick  (University  U  ^we 

behalf  of  the  faculty  representatives  and  all  here  ass 
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like  to  say  a  special  “thank  you”  for  all  the  time  that  you  have  spent 
and  the  way  you  have  judiciously  and  expeditiously  and  humorously 
conducted  our  meeting.  We  will  miss  you  at  the  conference  and  we 
will  miss  you  in  the  chair.  (Prolonged  rising  ovation.) 

President  Witte:  I  appreciate  that.  Fortunately,  we  have  no 
agenda  labeled  “Other  Business.”  I  would  like  us  to  celebrate  a  bit  on  j 
a  very  special  occasion.  The  late  Irish  poet,  William  Butler  Yates,  i 
once  expressed  the  sentiment  which  I  find  appropriate  for  this  , 
occasion.  Permit  me  to  read  a  few  lines  from  his  poem.  It  is  entitled  ^ 
“In  Praise  of  Women.” 

“May  God  be  praised  for  woraan/that  gives  up  all  her  mind./A. 
man  may  find  in  no  man  a  friendship  of  her  kind.” 

Our  next  president  is  such  a  special  friend  for  all  of  us  who  have 
had  the  privilege  of  working  with  her.  I  know  she  represents  the  finest 
goals  and  ideals  of  this  Association.  So,  while  we  are  praising  God, 
the  woman,  let’s  also  applaud  ourselves  for  having  had  the  wisdom  to 
elect  as  our  next  president  a  person  who  has  given  this  Association 
her  mind,  her  energy  and  her  dedication.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  and 
fellow  delegates,  may  I  present  the  next  president  of  the  NCAA, 
director  of  athletics  at  the  University  of  California,  San  Diego,  Ms. 
Judith  M.  Sweet.  (Prolonged  rising  ovation.) 

Ms.  Sweet:  Thank  you  very  mudj.  It  is  o^ous  that  the  Association 
has  not  had  a  president  that  has  been  under  five  feet  five  inches  tall 
before.  I  will  have  to  work  on  adjusting  this  microphone.  Hopefully,  I 
can  stand  on  my  tiptoes  long  enough  to  try  to  tell  you  how  much  I 
appreciate  that  reception.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  find  the  right 
words  to  express  to  you  what  I  am  feeling  right  now.  I  am  not  sure 
that  my  words  will  be  heard  over  the  thiunping  of  my  heart,  but  I 
would  like  to  try  to  make  a  few  comments. 

I^st,  you  have  the  words  of  President  Witte.  Earlier  in  the  week,  he 
claimed  to  be  a  puppet.  I  doubt  that  anyone  in  this  room  or  anywhere 
else  would  beliwe  that  your  strings  have  ever  been  pulled.  (Applause) 
You  have  provided  excellent  lefdership  to  the  Association.  It  has 
repeatedly  been  said  that  you  are  a  hard  act  to  follow,  and  I  know  that 
better  than  anyone  else.  Tliank  you,  Al. 

With  my  election,  much  attention  has  been  given  to  the  first;  but 
the  focus  and  credit  really  should  be  on  the  Nominating  Committee 
and  you,  the  membership,  for  providing  the  opportunity  for  all  of  us 
who  seek  and  have  sought  opportunities  for  expanded  responsibilities. 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity. 

As  my  first  official  action,  I  would  like  to  challenge  the  membership, 
as  Executive  Director  Schultz  has  done  in  several  matters  in  the  past 
couple  of  years.  The  issue,  however,  is  a  small  one  but  an  important 
one.  During  the  past  few  days,  a  new  term  has  been,  added  to  the 
NCAA  vocabulary  that  does  not  appear  in  the  NCAA  Manual.  In  an 
attempt  to  avoid  the  need  for  an  interpretation,  I  would  challenge  you 
to  help  us  rename  what  has  come  to  be  known  as  the  “device.” 
(Laughter) 

I  must  admit  to  some  apprehensions  and  anxieties  as  the  week 
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I  diffused.  I  am  energized  and  I  am  YSeak  for  all  of  your 

intercollegiate  athletics  and  t  ®  ^  offended  by 

ca;»P«ses. 

: ..  criticism-preferably  it  will  De  consi^  offended  by  positive 

is  rigS'a^d  we  want  to  do  it  in  the 

S  rd;^u*^“-2:48  p.m.l 


General  Business  Session 


.1 


■Appendix  A 

>  85th  Annual  Convention 

is?  LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSALS 

|:s„te:  ln  the  foUowing  pmposals  Ujose  WUrs  and  wor^  that  ap- 

i'  pear  in  date  are  to  be  ^®**'*^  „rooosed  amendments  shall 

l^ar  in  bold  face  are  to  be  m^n"  that  the  leg- 

ti  to  which  they  relate.] 

i-*  ' 


Consent  Package 

ai’eXeni  reSe“ft  I"  ^ 

Smuerasre  pacl&ge  contains  cermin  dominant  provrsmns. 

NO  1  CHAMPIONSHIPS-SELECTION  PROCESS 

and  administration  of  NCAA  championships. 

A.  Constitution:  Amend  4.2.3,  page  21,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

_  -A-1 

Legislative  Proposals  - - — - - 


Ha.ii 


“4.2.3  Duties  and  Responsibilities.  The  Executive  Committee 
shall: 

[4.2.3-(a)  through  4,2.3-(i)  unchanged.] 

“(j)  Retain  the  exclusive  authority  to  establish  and  revi^ 
the  policies  and  procedures  governing  the  admmis*. 
tration  of  NCAA  championships,  including  selection 
processes,  formats  and  distribution  of  revenues  to 
participating  institutions,  and” 

[4.2.3-(j),  relettered  as  4.2.3-(k),  unchanged.]  : , 

B,  Bylaws:  Amend  18.1,  pages  26 1-262,  as  follows. 

(Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“18  1  REGULATIONS  AND  AUTHORITY  FOR  CONDUCT  OF 
CHAMPIONSHIPS 

“All  NCAA  championships  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  wiA 
this  bylaw  and  the  policies  and  procedures  established  by  the 
Executive  Committee,  which  shall  retain  the  exclusive  au¬ 
thority  to  establish  and  revise  the  polici^  and  proce¬ 
dures  governing  the  administration  of  NCAA  champi¬ 
onships,  including  selection  processes,  formats  and 
distribution  of  revenues  to  participating  institutions. 
They  shall  be  under  the  control,  direction  and  supervision  of  thej 
appropriate  sports  committees,  subject  to  the  requirements,' 
standards  and  conditions  prescribed  in  Bylaw  3 1 .” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (NCAA  Executive  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.  ^ 

Rationale:  While  it  is  clear  per  the  Executive  Committee  Handbook 
that  the  Executive  Committee  retains  exclusive  authority  to  es¬ 
tablish  these  policies  and  procedures  for  the  NCAA  champi¬ 
onships  program,  it  is  advisable  to  confirm  that  authority  in  the 
NCAA  Manual. 


I 


Action:  Nos.  1  through  18  were  adopted  as  a  consent  package. 

NO.  2  DELEGATE  PARTICIPATION— STUDENT- 

ATHLETE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

Intent;  To  accord  the  right  to  participate  actively  in  the  business 
proceedings  of  any  annual  or  special  Convention  or  division  leg- 
isi3.tiv6  meeting  to  mcnibGrs  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisoi^ 
Committee. 

Constitution:  Amend  5. 1.3. 5.1,  page  29,  as  follows.  -5 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“5. 1.3.5. 1  Privileges  of  the  floor  and  the  right  to  active  participa 
tion  in  the  business  proceedings  of  any  annual  or  special  Con 
vention  or  division  legislative  meeting  of  the  Association  is  ao 
corded  to  the  following; 

(5,1.3.5.1-(a)  through  5.1.3.5.1-(c)  unchanged.] 

“(d)  Any  member  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Con 
mittee.” 
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(j  Source:  NCAA  Council  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee). 
Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

'Rationale:  This  legislation  will  better  serve  the  interests  of  student- 
athletes  during  Convention  consideration  of  legislation  that  will 
; affect  them  directly. 

;^tion:  See  No.  1. 


-  NO.  3 


§ 


PROPOSED  LEGISLATION— CONFERENCE 
SPONSORSHIP 


'Intent:  To  confirm  that  conference  sponsorship  of  proposed  legisla- 
s  tion  must  include  a  listing  of  at  least  eight  member  institutions 
of  the  conference  that  sponsors  the  proposal. 

^Constitution:  Amend  5.3.2. 1,  page  32,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“5.3.2. 1  Amendment.  An  amendment  to  a  provision  of  the  consti- 
tution  or  bylaws  may  be  sponsored  by; 

[5.3.2.1-(a)  through  5.3.2.1-(d)  unchanged.] 

■  v  “(e)  A  member  conference  with  voting  privileges  when  submitted 
'1/  by  the  chief  elected  or  executive  officer  of  the  conference  on 
■V  behalf  of  eight  or  more  conference  member  institu- 
A  tions,  or” 

[Remainder  of  5.3.2. 1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Interpretations  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  intended  to  confirm  the  existing  inter¬ 
im,  pretation  related  to  the  submission  of  legislative  proposals  by 
^.1,,  member  conferences.  The  interpretation  was  omitted  inadver- 
tently  in  the  preparation  of  the  revised  Manual. 

Motion:  See  No.  1. 

NO.  4  INTERPRETATIONS  REQUESTS— COMPLIANCE 

;  COORDINATOR 

&tent:  Tb  permit  an  institution’s  compliance  coordinator  to  request 
legislative  interpretations  from  the  legislative  services  staff. 


I 


■  •! 


histitution:  Amend  5.4. 1.2.2,  page  37,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 
y“5.4. 1.2.2  Review.  The  institution  may  request  a  review  by  the 
‘Interpretations  Committee  of  any  interpretation  provided  by  the 
‘legislative  services  staff.  Such  a  request  must  be  processed  in 
writing  by  the  institution’s  conference  or  by  one  of  the  tour  five 
{^.individuals  who  are  authorized  to  request  such  interpretations 
\6n  behalf  of  the  institution  [i.e.,  chief  executive  officer,  faculty 
athletics  representative,  athletics  director,  senior  woman  admin¬ 
istrator,  compliance  coordinator,  or  designated  substitute(s) 
for  the  chief  executive  officer  and/or  athletics  director,  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  writing  to  the  national  office].” 


Source:  NCAA  Council  (Administrative  Committee). 


Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  In  their  efforts  to  maintain  a  properly  coordinated  com-**^ 
pliance  program,  many  member  institutions  require  that  one  in^| 
dividual  be  responsible  for  rules  compliance  efforts  in  athletics, -I 
and  a  fundamental  aspect  of  those  responsibilities  is  the  pro[^r|| 
interpretation  of  NCAA  rules.  While  the  specific  responsibilities/! 
assigned  to  this  individual  and  the  organizational  structure  fdf^| 
compliance  activities  may  vary  widely  from  institution  to  insti-a 
tution,  it  is  important  that  the  individual  assigned  supervisory  | 
responsibilities  for  compliance  have  direct  access  to  the  national;'| 


office’s  legislative  services  department. 
Action:  See  No.  1. 


NO.  5  FOUR-YEAR  COLLEGE  PROSPECT 


Intent:  Tb  specify  that  a  member  institution  shall  obtain  a  written  ,1 
(rather  than  oral)  release  to  discuss  transfer  with  a  four-year 
collegiate  institution’s  student-athlete  prior  to  contacts  between  ^ 
the  student-athlete  and  the  second  institution.  •< 


Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.1.3,  page  72,  as  follows:  ■ 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“13.1.1.3  Four- Year  College  Prospects.  An  athletics  staff  member 
or  other  representative  of  the  institution’s  athletics  interests  shall 
not  make  contact  with  the  student-athlete  of  another  four-year  ‘ 
collegiate  institution,  directly  or  indirectly,  without  first  obtmning » 
the  written  permission  of  the  first  institution’s  athletics  director 
to  do  so,  regardless  of  who  makes  the  initial  contact.  If  permission 
is  not  granted,  the  second  institution  shall  not  encourage  the 
transfer  and  shall  not  provide  financial  assistance  to  the  student- 
athlete  until  the  student-athlete  has  attended  the  second  institu¬ 
tion  for  one  academic  year.  If  permission  is  granted  to  contact  the  , 
student-athlete,  all  applicable  NCAA  recruiting  rules  apply.” 
[Remainder  of  13.1.1.3  unchanged.] 


Source:  NCAA  Council  (Interpretations  Committee). 


Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  intended  to  clarify  the  procedures  that  a 
member  institution  must  follow  to  receive  permission  from  an¬ 
other  four-year  collegiate  institution  to  discuss  a  possible  trans¬ 
fer  with  a  prospective  student-athlete  who  attends  the  second 
collegiate  institution.  Current  legislation  does  not  require  the 
second  institution  to  receive  a  written  release  to  contact  the 
prospective  student-athlete;  rather,  the  release  may  be  oral.  Re¬ 
quiring  the  release  in  writing  will  lessen  any  potential  confusion 
surroimding  the  issuance  of  the  release. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 


NO.  6  RECRUITING  CALENDARS 
Intent:  Td  move  the  Association’s  recruiting  calendars  to  the  admin- 


A-4 


199/  Convention  Proceeding 


istrative  regulations  of  the  NCAA  Manual. 

, Inlaws-  Amend  13.1.3,  pages  74-79,  by  placing  it  in  Bylaw  30  as  new 
®  30.2,  page  324,  renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows. 

^  •  [Federated  provision,  Division  I  and  II  only,  divided  vote] 

(Note-  The  complete  text  of  the  regulations  setting  forth  the  As- 

V  ,S?not  relate  to  recruiting  calendars  will  remain  in  the  original 
bylaw.]  ^ 

^^urce:  NCAA  Council  (Recruiting  Committee). 

.Effective  Date;  Immediately. 

Ctionale-  This  proposal  will  simplify  the  process  by  which  the 

sociation’s  recruiting  calendars  may  be  ur! 

'  calendars  to  the  administrative  regulations, 

suant  to  Constitution  4.1.3-(g),  may  revise  a^^ch 

interim  between  NCAA  Conventions  to  respond  to  changes  such 

;  be  amended  at  any  annual  or  special  Convention. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

?  NO  7  CONTACTS— PROSPECT’S  EDUCATIONAL 

;;  *  INSTITUTION 

^  Intent*  To  Specify  that  institutional  staff  members  may  visit  a 
t'*^  ’  orospect’^  educational  institution  to  observe  a  multiday 
f  men?  and  count  such  a  visit  as  the  permissible  one  visit  per 
1'.  week  to  the  prospect’s  educational  institution. 

I  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.4,  page  79,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“13  1  4  Permissible  Number  of  Contacts.  Each  institution  sh^l 
,  perniS  the  following  maximum  Yeairclud; 

§  to  and  on  the  occasion  when  the  prospect  signs  the  National  Le 

'  ^L^^AtmTlhospect’s  Educational  Institution-Institutional  st^ 
member  m"ay  visit  a  prospect’s  "oiial 
not  more  than  one  occasion  during  a  Particular  week  regara 
less  of  the  total  number  of  prospects  enrolled  in  the  »Prti^ 
tion  Visiting  a  prospect’s  institution  on  consecutive 
days  during  a  particular  week  to  observe  a  ‘oima- 
ment  or  a  tfer  of  a  to^^ent 

visit.  In  sports  other  than  Divisions  I-A  a/'"  f-AA  loowau, 
not  more  than  three  conUcts  per  prospect  shall 
the  prospect’s  educational  institution.  In 
AA  football,  one  contact  per  prospect  is  permitted  each  week 
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of  the  contact  period  on  the  occasion  of  the  once-a-week  visit. 
All  such  visits  must  receive  the  approval  of  the  executive  of¬ 
ficer  (or  the  executive  officer’s  designated  representative)  of 
the  prospect’s  educational  institution,  and” 

[Remainder  of  13.1.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Interpretations  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  legislation  will  permit  staff  members  in  all  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II  sports  to  attend  all  sessions  of  multiday  tourna¬ 
ments  at  a  prospect’s  high  school,  as  is  currently  the  case  in  Di¬ 
vision  I  women’s  basketball  It  is  permissive  legislation  that 
provides  a  common-sense  approach  to  the  observation  of  multi¬ 
day  tournaments. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO.  8  COMPETITION— DIVISION  II  TRYOUTS 

Intent:  To  confirm  that  the  participation  of  Division  11  student-ath¬ 
letes  m  contests  against  prospects  during  tryouts  of  student-ath¬ 
letes  per  Bylaw  13.12.2.1  does  not  constitute  intercollegiate  com¬ 
petition  and  that  such  contests  must  occur  during  the 
institution’s  playing  season  in  the  involved  sport. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.6  by  adding  new  14.02.6.2,  page  101,  as 
follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“14.02.6.2  Exemption — Division  II  Tryouts.  The  participa¬ 
tion  of  student-athletes  in  contests  against  prospective 
student-athletes  trying  out  at  Division  II  member  institu¬ 
tions  (in  accordance  with  13.12.2.1)  shall  be  exempted 
from  the  application  of  this  legislation.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.12.2.1,  page  91,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“13.12.2.1  Division  II  Tryouts.  A  Division  II  member  institution 
may  conduct  a  tryout  of  a  prospect  only  on  its  campus  and  only 
under  the  following  conditions: 

[13.12.2.1-(a)  through  13.12.2. l-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  Competition  against  the  member  institution’s  team  is 
permissible,  provided  such  competition  occurs  dur¬ 
ing  the  institution’s  playing  season  per  17.1.1.” 
[13.12.2. l-(e)  and  13.12.2.1-(f),  relettered  as  13.12.2.1-(0  and 
13.12.2.1-(g),  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Interpretations  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  confirms  that  Division  II  student-athletes 
may  participate  in  permissible  tryouts  with  prospects  without 
affecting  the  student-athletes’  seasons  of  competition.  It  will  fa¬ 
cilitate  the  administration  of  the  Division  11  tryout  legislation. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 
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VO  9  ACADEMIC  WAIVERS-INTERNATIONAL 

COMPETITION 

Intent-.  To  combine  the  academic  “cA^Smt 'Kuir^ 

nwn,>  Pan  American  or  World  University  Games,  and  to  re- 
K  wkivl?slSa™d  to  those  games  to  academic  waivers  of 
minimum  full-time  enrollment, 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.5.2.2.2,  page  103,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vo  e] 

“14  15  2  2  2  Waivers.  Waivers  may  be  granted  to  the  minimum 
12  semester-  or  12-quarter-hour  enrollment  as  follows: 

[  14. 1.5.2.2.2-(a)  unchanged.!  _ 

'«,b,  Olympic  Pan  American  or  World 

s  SiimKir;  r  v:  'tu  iTal; 

participation,  may  lose  eligibility  for  practice  and  com. 
petition  in  any  sport. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.9.1  and  14.9.2,  page  133,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

,nternationa,.Corr>pst.Uon  Waivers. 

S.  The  Council,  by  a  two.thirds  ma. 
jorty  of  Us  members  present  and  voting,  may  waive  specific  pro. 

Acatrc  and  General  Requirements  ^e 

circumstances: 

“(a)  For  student-athletes  in  times  of  national  emergency  an 
during  Pan  American.  Olympic  or  World  University  Games  yeas, 

[14  9  2.1-(b),  14.9.2.1-(c)  and  14.9.2.2,  renumbered  as 
14  il.l-(b),  14.9.1.1-(c)  and  14.9.1.2,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Subcommittee  on  International-Competi¬ 
tion  Waivers). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  Council  Sutommittee  o^^^^^^^ 

Waivers  has  SnerK  or  World  University 

Ses  sKould  b^  c?ij:wLd  for  ea^r  reference.  Prior  waiver  leg- 
islation  was  overly  broad  and  unclear. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 
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NO.  10  FIVE-YEAR.RULE  WAIVER— WORLD 
UNIVERSITY  GAMES 

Intent:  To  extend  the  opportunity  for  a  waiver  of  the  five-year  rule 
to  participants  in  the  World  University  Games. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.1.4,  page  105,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

14.2.1.4  Athletics  Activities  Waiver.  The  Council,  or  a  commit¬ 
tee  desig^nated  by  it,  shall  have  the  authority  to  waive  this  provi¬ 
sion  by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  its  members  present  and  voting 
to  permit  student-athletes  to  participate  in: 

“(a)  Official  Pan  American,  World  University  and  Olympic 
training,  tryouts  and  competition;" 

{Remainder  of  14.2.1.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Subcommittee  on  International-Competi¬ 
tion  Waivers). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  Council  Subcommittee  on  International-Competition 
Waivers  has  concluded  that  permitting  a  waiver  of  the  five-year 
rule  for  participants  in  the  World  University  Games  would  be 
consistent  with  the  scope  and  intent  of  the  waiver  as  it  applies 
Games^  ^  participants  in  the  Pan  American  and  Olympic 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO,  11  COMMITTEE  ON  COMPETITIVE  SAFEGUARDS 
AND  MEDICAL  ASPECTS  OF  SPORTS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  one  of  the  physicians  on  the  Committee  on 
Competitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports  shall  be  a 
primary -care  team  physician. 

Bylaws;  Amend  21.3.8.1,  page  308,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote) 

21.3.8.1  Composition.  The  Committee  on  Competitive  Safe- 
piards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports  shall  consist  of  15  mem¬ 
bers,  including  five  positions  allocated  for  men,  five  allocated  for 
women  and  five  unallocated.  The  membership  of  the  committee 
shall  be  constituted  as  follows; 

{21.3.8.1-{a)  through  21.3.8.  l-(c)  unchanged.] 

(d)  Three  members  from  the  field  of  medicine,  of  whom  at  least 
one  shall  be  a  woman  and  one  shall  be  a  primary-care 
team  physician;" 

[Remainder  of  21,3.8.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Committee  on  Competitive  Safeguards  and 
Medical  Aspects  of  Sports). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Currently,  NCAA  legislation  requires  the  Committee  on 
Competitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports  to  in- 
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elude  three  members  from  the  field  of  medicine.  It  is  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  position  that  requiring  one  of  the  physicians  to  be  ^ 
I-ytcarteam  phya.cian  woSld  better  serve  the  work  of  the  com- 

mittee. 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO  12  minority  OPPORTUNITIES  AND  INTERESTS 
COMMITTEE 

Intent-  To  e<;tablish  a  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Commit¬ 
tee  to  Sdress  issues  similar  to  those  that  have  been  considered 
by  the  Council  Subcommittee  to  Review  Minority  Opportunities 
in  Intercollegiate  Athletics. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.3  by  adding  new  21.3.16,  page  310,  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  a.s  follows;  i 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote! 

“21.3.16  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Committee 
“21.3.16.1  Composition.  The  Minority  Opportunities 
and  Interests  Committee  shall  consi^  of  12  *oembe^ 
There  shall  be  six  members  from  Division  I,  thr^ 
members  from  Division  II  and  three 
Division  III.  Committee  membership  shall 
mi^fm^um  of  eight  ethnic  minorities,  including  at 
least  four  males  and  four  females.  Committee  mem¬ 
bership  also  shall  include  a  minimum  of  four  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  NCAA  Council. 

“21  3  16.2  Duties.  The  committee  shall  review  issues 
relkted  to  the  interests  of  ethnic 
athletes,  NCAA  minority  pro^ams  and  NCAA  policies 
that  affect  ethnic  minorities." 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Subcommittee  to  Review  Minority  Opportu¬ 
nities  in  Intercollegiate  Athletics). 

Effective  Date;  Immediately. 

Rationale:  It  is  appropriate  for  a  standing  committee,  rather  than  a 
temporary  subcommittee,  to  review 

ests  of  minority  student-athletes,  NCAA  policies  ’I  ® 

minorities  and^  supervision  of  programs  already  established  by 
the  Council  Subcommittee  to  Review  ^Sia- 

Intercollegiate  Athletics.  [Estimated  annual  cost  to  the  Associa 

tion:  $18,000.] 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO.  13  OLYMPIC  SPORTS  LIAISON  COMMITTEE 

Intent:  To  establish  the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee  as  a 
standing  NCAA  committee. 

Bylaws;  Amend  21.3  by  adding  new  21.3.17.  page  30.  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote) 

“21.3.17  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee 
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“21.3.17.1  Composition.  The  Olympic  Sports  Liaison 
Committee  shall  consist  of  eleven  members,  including 
at  least  one  from  each  division. 

“21.3.17.2  Duties.  The  committee  shall: 

“(a)  Act  as  a  liaison  between  the  Association,  the  U.S. 
Olympic  Committee  and  national  governing  bod¬ 
ies,  and 

“(b)  Study  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Council 
concerning  the  Association’s  appropriate  role  in 
the  involvement  of  student-athletes  in  interna¬ 
tional  athletics.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Amateurism 
Issues). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  special  subcommittee  and  the  Council  believe  that 
the  establishment  of  a  standing  committee  is  desirable  to  main¬ 
tain  and  improve  communications  between  the  As.sociation.  the 
Olympic  movement  and  numerous  other  amateur  athletics  inter¬ 
ests.  One  issue  identified  by  the  Committee  on  Review  and  Plan¬ 
ning — which  called  for  an  exploration  of  the  NCAAs  appropriate 
role,  if  any,  in  assuring  international  athletics  involvement  for 
student-athletes,  especially  if  the  trend  toward  permitting  pro¬ 
fessional  athletes  in  major  international  events  continues 
— could  be  referred  to  such  a  standing  committee  for  continued 
review,  [Estimated  annual  cost  to  the  Association;  $16,500.1 

Action:  See  No.  1 . 

NO.  14  TWO-YEAR  COLLEGE  RELATIONS 
COMMITTEE 

Intent:  To  establish  a  standing  committee  to  review  relationships 
between  the  NCAA  and  two-year  colleges. 

Bylaws;  Amend  21.3  by  adding  new  21.3.24,  page  312,  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21.3.24  Two-Year  College  Relations  Committee. 

“21.3.24.1  Composition,  The  Two-Year  College  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  shall  consist  of  six  members,  with 
one  position  allocated  for  a  man,  one  allocated  for  a 
woman  and  four  unallocated.  The  executive  directors 
of  the  California  Association  of  Community  Colleges 
and  the  National  Junior  College  Athletic  Association 
or  their  designated  representatives  shall  be  ex  officio 
members. 

“21.3.24.2  Duties,  The  committee  shall  study  and  make 
policy  or  legislative  recommendations  to  the  Council 
concerning  relationships  between  the  Association 
and  its  members  and  the  nation’s  two-year  colleges  as 
represented  by  established  regional  and  national  or¬ 
ganizations.” 
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Source-.  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Relationships 
With  Two-Year  Colleges). 

colleges  and  the  *“mLy  issues,  such  as 

leo  wiU  be  able  to  ryearch  “^„7amatem^  that  face 

those  involving  academics,  ^caa  [Estimated  annual  cost  to 
both  two-year  coUeges  and  the  NCAA,  ic^siim 

the  Association;  $9,00U.] 

Action:  See  No.  1. 

NO  15  division  II  WOMEN’S  BASKETBALL 

COMMITTEE  . 

Inlenl:  To  increase  from  six  to  eight  the  size  of  the  Division 
Women’s  Basketball  (Committee. 

Sourcl"  NCAA  Council  {NCAA  Executive  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  legislation  loVeTe^'represent  the  Divi- 

r"  l“  ernWp'mud  annual  cost  to  the  Association: 
$3,000.1 

Action:  See  No,  1. 

NO.  16  DIVISION  III  MEN’S  BASKETBALL 

COMMITTEE  •  in 

intent:  To  increase  from  six  to  eight  the  size  of  the  Division  III 
Men’s  Basketball  Committee. 

Bylaws:  21^^6  9.  pag^316.  Division 

-  eight  mem. 

Sourel"  NCAA  Council  (NCAA  Executive  Committee). 

S  nl  meSwp.  lEstimamd  annual  cost  to  the  Association: 
$3,000.1 

Action:  See  No  1. 
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NO.  1 7  DIVISION  I  WOMEN’S  VOLLEYBALL 
COMMITTEE 

Intent:  To  increase  from  six  to  eight  the  size  of  the  Division  I 
Women’s  Volleyball  Committee  and  to  specify  committee  mem¬ 
bership  requirements. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.6.27,  page  317,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21.6.27  Volleyball  Committee,  Division  I  Women’s.  The  Division 
I  Women’s  Volleyball  Committee  shall  consist  of  six  eight  mem¬ 
bers,  including  two  representatives  from  each  of  the  four 
Division  I  volleyball  regions  and  at  least  one  athletics  ad¬ 
ministrator  from  each  Division  I  volleyball  region.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (NCAA  Executiv’e  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale;  This  legislation  will  permit  the  committee  to  fulfill  its  re¬ 
sponsibilities  more  effectively  and  to  better  represent  the  Divi¬ 
sion  I  membership.  (Estimated  annual  cost  to  the  Association- 
$3,000.) 

Action:  See  No.  1 . 

NO.  18  DIVISION  II  WOMEN’S  VOLLEYBALL 
COMMITTEE 

intent:  To  increase  from  four  to  six  the  size  of  the  Division  11 
Women’s  Volleyball  Committee. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21,6.28,  page  318,  as  follows; 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21.6.28  Volleyball  Committee,  Division  II  Women’s.  The  Divi¬ 
sion  II  Women’s  Volleyball  Committee  shall  consist  of  four  six 
members.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (NCAA  Executive  Committee), 

Effective  Date:  Immediately, 

Rationale:  This  legislation  will  permit  the  committee  to  fulfill  its  re¬ 
sponsibilities  more  effectively  and  to  better  represent  the  Divi¬ 
sion  II  membership,  j  Estimated  annual  cost  to  the  Association- 
$3,000.1 

Action;  See  No.  1. 


Presidents  Commission  Grouping 

[Note:  The  Presidents  Commission  has  designated  the  following  40 
proposals  hJos.  19  through  58,  with  any  amendments  relating  to 
thetn  for  placcTTiGfit  at  thiis  point  in  th^  (igertdci.  Please  note  also  that 
the  Commission  has  designated  all  of  the  proposals  except  one  (No. 
58)  in  this  grouping  for  roll-call  votes.  Inclusion  of  a  proposal  in  this 
grouping  is  based  on  the  Commission's  belief  that  the  proposal  is  of 
particular  interest  to  chief  executive  officers.  The  proposals  officially 
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sponsored  by  the  Commission  are  identified  with  an  asterisk  before 
the  proposal  number.  In  addition,  the  Commission  has  announced  its 
support  for  every  basic  proposal  in  this  grouping  except  Nos.  41.  42 
and  43.  which  are  included  only  because  they  relate  to  No.  40.  The 
Commission  will  announce  its  support  for  or  opposition  to  any  of  the 
amend ments-to-amendrnents  at  the  Convention.] 

*  NO.  19  EXIT  INTERVIEWS 

Intent:  To  require  Division  I  member  institutions  to  conduct  exit  in¬ 
terviews  with  a  sample  of  student-athletes  following  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  their  eligibility. 

Constitution;  Amend  6.3  by  renumbering  existing  section  as  6.3.1, 
page  40.  and  by  adding  new  6.3.2,  page  41,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  calll 

“6.3.2  Exit  Interviews.  The  institution’s  director  of  athlet¬ 
ics,  senior  woman  administrator  or  designated  represen¬ 
tatives  (excluding  coaching  staff  members)  shall  conduct 
exit  interviews  in  each  sport  with  a  sample  of  student- 
athletes  (as  determined  by  the  institution)  whose  eligibil¬ 
ity  has  expired.  Interviews  shall  include  questions  re¬ 
garding  the  value  of  the  students’  athletics  experiences, 
the  extent  of  the  athletics  time  demands  encountered  by 
the  student-athletes,  proposed  changes  in  intercollegiate 
athletics  and  concerns  related  to  the  administration  of 
the  student-athletes’  specific  sports.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council,  NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight 
members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of 
the  Big  East  Conference,  all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Confer¬ 
ence,  all  11  members  of  the  Big  West  Conference,  all  10  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference,  all  seven  members  of  the  Pa¬ 
triot  League,  all  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference 
and  all  eight  members  of  the  Sun  Belt  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Exit  interviews  of  student-athletes  are  recommended  to 
encourage  the  development  of  an  intercollegiate  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  responsive  to  the  needs  and  interests  of  participating  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  The  proposal  establishes  a  minimum  requirement 
that  permits  a  beneficial  exchange  of  communication  between  a 
sample  of  student-athletes  and  university  administrators. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I,  277-13,  roll-call  vote. 

*  NO.  20  RECRUITING— TELEPHONE  CALLS  AND 

CONTACTS 

Intent:  To  prohibit  a  Division  I  or  II  member  institution  from  mak¬ 
ing  telephone  calls  to  or  having  off-campus  contact  with  a 
prospect  (or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardians)  prior  to 
July  1  following  the  completion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in 
high  school,  to  limit  telephone  calls  by  a  member  institution  to  a 
prospect  to  one  call  per  week,  to  prohibit  students  and  student- 
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athletes  fron,  n.aking  Ulepho„e  ea,U^^^^^^^ 

lercoUegiate  athletics  contest. 


B. 


tercoliegiawj  awucvsw - 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.01.6.  page  70.  as  o 

[Federatedprovision.  DiysionsI  a  ^  Telephone  Calls.  In 

“13.01.6  Time  Periods  for  Conta  contacts  and 

Divisions  I  and  or  a  prospect’s  relatives 

telephone  calta  *-‘h  “  P"?’S^‘.^Ide  ?rio?  to  July  1  W- 
or  legal  guardians  "  i  *lon  of  the  junior  year  in 

lowing  P5’®®X®®aion  III^ /in-person,  off-campus  contacts 
high  school.  In  ’relatives  or  legal  guardians  may 

with  a  prospect  or  a  ®  ,  completed  the  junior  year  in 

not  be  made  until  the  P*'°®P  ,  jt  football  and  basketball,  such 

high  school.  In  n  Divisions 

ra"nTirs%Xume',fSsaree^^^^^^^ 

r3,ST3T3.ri3“o.5:i3s: 

K  vi  1“!!  1  and  13  1  1  page  72,  as  follows. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1  and  ^  divided  vote,  roll  call! 

IFederated  provision,  'i’c 

"13.1  CONTACTS  j 

“Recruiting  f  JrosS  (or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or 

telephone  calls  with  ^  PJ°®P  ,  staff  mernljers  and/or  represen- 
legal  guard  S  -biect  to  the 

provisions  set  forth  in  this  bylaw. 

person,  off-campu  j  with  a  prospect  or  the 

calls  shall  not  be  made  with  a  ^  ^ 

prospect’s  relatives  or  ^^1  x- __  „#  tjje  junior  year  in 
lowing  the  prospect  s  p®J^P  j  /in-person,  off-campus  re- 
high  school.  In  D-'f  ««V"’X  wTth  a  prospect  or  the 

'™l‘reft“SUsV 

bSl-’.:;X?pr-"io''ntret^ 

[Remainder  of  13.1.1  unchanged.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  13. 1^.3.  P®®®  j  jJ  vote,  roll  calll 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  an  regulation  is  not  applicable 

“13.1.2.3  General  Exceptions.  This  gu 

U3.1.2.3-(a)a.roughl3.h2.3^^^^^ 


c. 


ct  made  with  a  prospect  >  p  rnntact  is  not  prear- 
l;“!;“Shl'’lh^repte"e^^aSve"or  an  athletics  department 
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staff  member,  does  not  take  place  on  the  grounds  of  the 
prospect’s  educational  institution  or  at  the  sites  of  organized 
competition  and  practice  involving  the  prospect  or  the 
prospect’s  team  (i.e.,  high-school,  preparatory  school,  two- 
year  college  or  all-star  team),  is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of 
recruitment  of  the  prospect,  and  involves  only  normal  civili¬ 
ty.  Following  are  examples  of  the  application  of  unavoidable 
incidental  contacts: 

“(1)  Enrolled  Students.  Off-campus,  in-person  recruiting 
contacts  between  enrolled  student-athletes  (or  other  en¬ 
rolled  students)  and  a  prospect  are  permissible  if  such 
contacts  are  incidental  and  do  not  occur  at  the  direction 
of  a  coaching  staff  member.  Enrolled  student-athletes 
or  other  enrolled  students  may  shall  not  make  or 
participate  in  telephone  calls  and  correspond  to 
prospects  at  the  direction  of  a  coaching  staff 
member  or  financed  by  the  institution  or  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  its  athletics  interests;  however,  they 
may  receive  telephone  calls  made  at  the  expense 
of  the  prospect  subsequent  to  July  1  following  the 
completion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high 
school  and  they  may  have  written  correspon¬ 
dence  with  prospects.” 

[Remainder  of  13.1.2.3  unchanged.) 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.2.4,  page  73,  as  follows: 

IFederated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“13  1.2.4  General  Restrictions,  Staff  Members  and  Governing 
Board.  The  following  are  additional  restrictions  that  apply  to  an 
institution’s  staff  members  and  governing  board: 

“(a)  Institutional  Staff  Members.  Institutional  athletics  depart¬ 
ment  staff  members  are  permitted  to  recruit  off  campus  in 
their  sports,  it  being  understood  that  they  are  involved  in 
sports  other  than  football  and  and  basketball.  Only  the  per¬ 
missible  numbers  of  full-time  football  and  basketball  coach¬ 
es  may  contact  prospects  off  campus  in  those  sports,  respec¬ 
tively.  Faculty  members  may  contact  prospects  for 
recruiting  purposes  in  all  sports,  but  only  on  campus.  All  in¬ 
stitutional  staff  members  (e.g.,  faculty  members,  athletics 
department  staff  members  and  administrators)  may  telephone 
and  write  prospects.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  staff  members 
shall  not  telephone  a  prospect  (or  the  prospect’s  par¬ 
ents  or  legal  guardians)  prior  to  July  1  following  the 
prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  year  in  high 
school;  thereafter,  staff  members  shall  not  telephone 
a  prospect  (or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal 
guardians)  more  than  once  per  week  but  may  accept 
collect  calls  from  the  prospect.  StalT  members  in  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II  shall  not  telephone  a  prospect  (or  the 
prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardians)  during  the  con¬ 
duct  of  any  of  the  institution’s  intercollegiate  athlet¬ 
ics  contests  in  that  sport,  and” 


[Remainder  of  13.1.2.4  unchanged.] 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.2.8.1,  page  74,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“13.1.2.8.1  Telephone  Calls.  In  Division  III  only,  an  institution 
may  permit  a  student-athlete  to  telephone  a  prospect  at  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  expense,  provided  the  call  is  only  for  the  purpose  of 
recruitment  and  is  with  full  knowledge  of  the  athletics  depart¬ 
ment.” 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.16  by  adding  new  13.16.3,  page  97,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“13.16,3  Permissible  Expense — Collect  Telephone  Calls. 
Institutional  staff  members  may  accept  collect  telephone 
calls  placed  by  prospective  student-athletes,  provided  the 
calls  are  placed  no  earlier  than  July  I  following  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction), 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
all  10  members  of  the  Big  10  Conference,  all  11  members  of  the 
Big  West  Conference  and  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Con¬ 
ference. 

Effective  Date:  July  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Historically,  the  only  restriction  the  NCAA  has  placed  on 
recruiting  telephone  calls  is  to  prohibit  representatives  of  a  Divi¬ 
sion  1  institution’s  athletics  interests  from  making  them.  These 
calls  have  burgeoned  and  have  become  expensive  and  time-con¬ 
suming.  The  restrictions  proposed  are  reasonable  and  modest. 
They  reduce  time  pressures  on  coaches,  student-athletes,  and 
prospects  and  their  parents.  Restrictions  on  recruiting  telephone 
calls  have  been  proposed  by  the  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Re¬ 
duction,  as  well  as  the  Recruiting  Committee.  Further,  the  pro¬ 
posal  makes  consistent  the  time  period  when  a  Division  I  or  II 
institution  may  telephone  or  contact  a  prospect  off  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  campus. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (305-22,  roll-call  vote)  as  amended  by 
No,  20-3;  adopted  by  Division  II  (173-15,  roll-call  vote)  as 
amended  by  No.  20-1. 

NO.  20-1  RECRUITING— TELEPHONE  CALLS  AND 
CONTACTS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  20-C,  13.1.2.3-{e)'(l),  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  1  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“(1)  Enrolled  Students.  Off-Campus,  in-person  recruiting  con¬ 
tacts  between  enrolled  student-athletes  (or  other  enrolled 
students)  and  a  prospect  are  permissible  if  such  contacts  are 
incidental  and  do  not  occur  at  the  direction  of  a  coaching 
staff  member.  Enrolled  student-athletes  or  other  enrolled 
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students  shall  not  make  or  participate 

prospects  at  the  direction  of  a  coaching  staff 

Lnced  by  the  institution  or  a  representative  of  its  athletics 

interests;  however,  they  may  receive  telephone  calls  made  at 

the  expense  of  the  prospect  subsequent  to  July  ^ 

the  completion  of  the  prospect  s  junior  year  in  high  school 

and  they  may  have  written  correspondence  with  prospects. 

TefephonT  calls  made  by  eorolled  students  (;nrfud.ng 

student-athletes)  pursuant  to  an 

admissions  program  directed  at  all  prospective  stu¬ 
dents  shall  be  permissible.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II  (151-35),  roll-call  vote;  defeated  by 
Division  I  (98-223,  two  abstentions),  roll-call  vote. 

NO  20-2  BASKETBALL  RECRUITING-TELEPHONE 

CALLS  AND  CONTACTS 

A.  Amend  Proposal  No.  20-A,  13.01.6,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“13  016  Time  Periods  for  Contacts  and  Telephone  Calls.  In  Um- 

sions  I  and  II,  in-person,  off-campus  contacts  and  telephone  calls 

with  a  prospect  or  a  prospect’s  relatives  or  ^egal  guardians  may 

not  be  made  prior  to  July  I  following  the  ® 

the  junior  year  in  high  school,  excy>t  f" 

phone  calls  by  institutional  staff  members  per  13.1.2.4 

(a).”  [Remainder  of  paragraph  unchanged.] 

B.  Amend  Proposal  No.  20-B,  13.1.1.1,  as  follows: 

(Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  calll 
“13  1.1.1  High-School  Prospects.  In  Divisions  I  and  in-person, 
off-campus  recruiting  contacts  and  telephone  calls  shall  not  be 
made  Jith  a  prospect  or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or  ^^rdianls) 
prior  to  July  1  following  the  P^^^pect  s  completion  of  the  jumor 
?ear  in  high  school,  ^cept  for 

by  institutional  staff  members  per  13.l.2.4-(a).  (Kemainaer 
of  paragraph  unchanged.] 

C.  Amend  Proposal  No.  20-D,  13. 1.2.4-(a),  as  follows: 

(Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“(a)  Institutional  staff  members  are  permitted  to  recruit  off  cam¬ 
pus  in  their  sports,  it  being  understood  uu 

volved  in  sports  other  than  football  and  basketball.  Ooly  the 
permissible  numbers  of  full-time  football  and  basketball 
coaches  may  contact  prospects  off  campus  in  those  sports, 
respectively.  Faculty  members  may  contact  prospects  tor  re¬ 
cruiting  purposes  in  all  sports,  but  only  on  campus.  All  in¬ 
stitutional  staff  members  (e.g.,  faculty  members,  athletics 
department  staff  members  and  administrators) 
prospects.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  staff  members  shall  not 
t^elephone  a  prospect  (or  the  prospects  parents  or  legal 
guardians)  prior  to  July  1  following  the  prospects  comple- 
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tion  of  the  junior  year  in  high  school,  except  that 
prospects  in  the  sport  of  basketball  may  be  contacted 
by  telephone  between  April  15  and  May  15  of  their  ju¬ 
nior  year  in  high  school;  during  this  period  and  after 
July  1  thereafter,  staff  members  shall  not  telephone  a 
prospect  (or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardians)  more 
than  once  per  week  but  may  accept  collect  calls  from  the 
prospect.  Staff  members  in  Divisions  I  and  II  shall  not  tele¬ 
phone  a  prospect  (or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal 
guardians)  during  the  conduct  of  any  of  the  institution’s  in¬ 
tercollegiate  athletics  contests  in  that  sport,  and” 

Source:  Bradley  University;  Eastern  Illinois  University;  Illinois 
State  University;  Indiana  State  University;  Pennsylvania  State 
University;  Southern  Illinois  University,  Carbondale;  St. 
Joseph’s  University  (Pennsylvania);  Western  Illinois  University, 
and  Wichita  State  University. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (69-253,  one  abstention)  and  Division 
II  (23-167),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  20-3  BASKETBALL  RECRUITING-TELEPHONE 
CALLS  AND  CONTACTS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  20-C,  I3.1.2.3-(e)-(l),  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“(1)  Enrolled  Students.  Off-campus,  in-person  recruiting  con¬ 
tacts  between  enrolled  student-athletes  (or  other  enrolled 
students)  and  a  prospect  are  permissible  if  such  contacts  are 
incidental  and  do  not  occur  at  the  direction  of  a  coaching 
staff  member.  Enrolled  student-athletes  or  other  enrolled 
students  shall  not  make  or  participate  in  telephone  calls  to 
prospects  at  the  direction  of  a  coaching  staff  member  or  fi¬ 
nanced  by  the  institution  or  a  representative  of  its  athletics 
interests;  however,  they  may  receive  telephone  calls  made  at 
the  expense  of  the  prospect  subsequent  to  July  1  following 
the  completion  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school 
and  they  may  have  written  correspondence  with  prospects. 
Telephone  calls  made  by  enrolled  students  (excluding 
student-athletes)  pursuant  to  an  institution’s  regular 
admissions  program  directed  at  all  prospective  stu¬ 
dents  shall  be  permissible.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council, 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (291-35,  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote. 

*  NO.  21  CONTACTS  AND  EVALUATIONS 

Intent:  To  redefine  evaluation  to  include  any  visit  to  a  prospect’s  ed¬ 
ucational  institution  and  the  observation  of  any  practice  or  com¬ 
petition  in  which  the  prospect  participates,  to  limit  the  number 
of  evaluations  during  the  academic  year  to  four,  to  specify  that 
staff  members  shall  not  visit  a  prospect’s  educational  institution 
on  more  than  one  calendar  day  during  the  May  evaluation  peri¬ 
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od  in  the  sport  of  football,  to  restrict  member  institutions  to  a 
limit  of  three  off-campus  recruiting  contacts  with  a  prospect  at 
anv  site  and  to  allow  institutional  staff  members  to  visit  a 
prospect’s  educational  institution  on  not  more  than  one  occasion 
during  a  particular  week. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.5,  page  70,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“13.02.5  Evaluation:  Evaluation  is  any  off-campus  activity  de¬ 
signed  to  assess  the  academic  qualifications  or  athletics  ability 
of  a  prospect,  including  any  visit  tn  a  prospect  s  education- 
al  institution  (during  which  no  contact  occurs)  or  the  ob¬ 
servation  of  any  practice  or  competition  at  any  site  at 
which  the  prospect  participates.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1  by  deleting  13.1.3.1. 1,  page  75,  and 
13  1. 3.2.2,  page  76,  adding  new  13.1.6,  page  80,  renumbering 
subsequent  section,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“13.1.6  Limitations  on  Number  of  Evaluations— All  Sports. 
Institutional  staff  members  shall  not  evaluate  a  prospec¬ 
tive  student-athlete  on  more  than  four  occasions  during 
the  academic  year.  Observing  a  contest  shall  count  as  one 
of  the  four  permissible  evaluations  for  each  prospect  on 
both  teams,  except  that  evaluation  of  any  tournament 
shall  count  as  a  single  evaluation  if  it  occurs  during  the 
academic  year.  All  competition  that  occurs  on  consecu¬ 
tive  days  within  a  tournament  (and  normally  at  the  same 
site)  or  that  involves  a  tier  of  a  tournament  (e.g.,  region¬ 
al)  shall  count  as  a  single  evaluation.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.5  by  adding  new  13.1.3.5.1,  page  78,  as 
follows; 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I-A,  I-AA  and  II  football, 
divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“13  1  3  5.1  Limitations  on  Number  of  May  Evaluations.  In¬ 
stitutional  staff  members  shall  not  visit  a  prospects  edu¬ 
cational  institution  on  more  than  one  calendar  day  dur¬ 
ing  the  May  evaluation  period,” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.4,  page  79,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“13.1.4  Permissible  Number  of  Contacts.  Each  institution  shall 
be  permitted  the  following  maximum  number  of  limited  to  three  in-person, 
off-campus  recruiting  contacts  per  prospect  at  any  site  Iwbich 
shall  include  contacts  with  the  prospects  relatives  or  legal 
guardian(s)]  prior  to  and  on  the  occasion  when  the  prospect 
signs  the  National  Letter  of  Intent . 

“(a)  At  the  Prospect's  Educational  /nsft/wHon— Institutional  staff  members 
may  visit  a  prospect’s  educational  institution  on  not  more 
than  one  occasion  during  a  particular  week,  regardless  ol 
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the  total  number  of  prospects  enrolled  in  the  institution,  ir. 
sports  other  than  Divisions  l-A  and  l-AA  tootball,  not  more  than  three  contacts 
per  prospect  shall  be  allowed  at  the  prospect's  educational  institution  In  Divi¬ 
sions  l-A  and  l-AA  football,  one  contact  per  prospect  is  permitted  each  week  ol 
the  contact  period  on  the  occasion  of  the  once-a-week  visit.  All  such  visits 
must  receive  the  approval  of  the  executive  officer  (or  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  officer’s  designated  representative)  of  the  prospect’s 
educational  institution,  and 
“(b)  At  Other  Sites— Three  contacts. 

“13.1.4.1  On  Same  Day.  Any  number  of  contacts  made  mttie 
same  category  (i  e  .  either  at  sites  other  than  the  prospect's  educational  institu¬ 
tion  or  on  the  grounds  of  the  prospect's  educational  institution)  during  the 
same  day  (defined  as  12:01  a.m.  to  midnight)  shall  count  as 
one  contact.” 

I  Remainder  of  13.1.4  unchanged.) 

Source;  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  11  members  of  the 
Big  West  Conference  and  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Con¬ 
ference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Current  recruiting  rules  permit  as  many  as  14  in-person, 
off-campus  contacts  in  the  sport  of  football  and  six  in  other 
sports.  Additionally,  in  the  sports  of  football  and  men’s  basket¬ 
ball,  the  number  of  visits  a  member  institution’s  coaches  may 
make  to  a  high  school  during  an  evaluation  period  is  not  limited. 
The  sponsors  of  this  legislation  believe  that  reducing  the  num¬ 
bers  of  contacts,  evaluations  and  observations  could  significantly 
reduce  recruiting  costs  and  pressures  and  permit  institutional 
staff  members  to  spend  more  time  on  campus  working  with  cur¬ 
rent  student-athletes. 

Action:  No.  2 l-A,  B  and  D  adopted  by  Division  I  (309-18)  and  Divi¬ 
sion  II  (174-19),  roll-call  vote;  No.  21-C  adopted  by  Division  I-A 
(98-10),  Division  I-AA  (88-5)  and  Division  II  (100-9),  roll-call 
votes. 

NO.  21-1  CONTACTS  AND  EVALUATIONS 

A.  Amend  Proposal  No.  21-B,  13.1.6,  as  follows: 

f Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call) 
“13.1.6  Limitations  on  Number  of  Evaluations— >4// Sports.  In  the 
sports  of  men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  football,  and 
women’s  volleyball,  institutional  staff  members  shall  not 
evaluate  prospective  student-athletes  on  more  than  six 
occasions  during  the  academic  year.  In  all  other  sports, 
/institutional  staff  members  shall  not  evaluate  a  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  on  more  than  four  occasions  during  the  academic 
year.  Observing  a  contest  shall  count  as  one  of  the  four  permissi¬ 
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ble  evaluations  for  each  prospect  on  both  teams,  except  that 
evaluation  of  any  tournament  shall  count  as  a  smgle  evaluation 
if  it  occurs  during  the  academic  year.  All  competition  that  occurs 
on  consecutive  days  within  a  tournament  (and  normally  at  the 
same  site)  or  that  involves  a  tier  of  a  tournament  (e.g.,  regional) 
shall  count  as  a  single  evaluation,” 

B.  Amend  Proposal  No.  21-D,  13.1.4,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call) 
“13.1.4  Permissible  Number  of  Contacts.  In  the  sports  of 
men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  football,  and  women  s  vol¬ 
leyball,  each  institution  shall  be  limited  to  four  in-person, 
off-campus  recruiting  contacts  per  prospect  at  any  site. 
In  all  other  sports,  Eeach  institution  shall  be  limited  to  three 
in-person,  off-campu.s  recruiting  contacts  per  prospect  at  any 
site.  The  limit  on  the  number  of  contacts  [which  shall  include 
contacts  with  the  prospect’s  relatives  or  legal  guardian(s);  prior 
to  and  on  the  occasion  when  the  prospect  signs  the  National  Let¬ 
ter  of  Intent.” 

Source;  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Auburn  University; 
Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Georgia;  Georgia  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Technology;  Oklahoma  State  University;  University  of 
Tennessee,  Knoxville,  and  University  of  Texas,  Austin. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (59-270)  and  Division  11  (17-173,  one 
abstention),  roll-call  votes. 

*  NO.  22  RECRUITING— NATIONAL  LETTER  OF  INTENT 
DEAD  PERIODS 

Intent:  To  establish  a  dead  period  beginning  48  hours  before  and 
ending  72  hours  after  8  a  m.  (a  total  of  five  days)  on  the  initial 
date  for  signing  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  in  all  Division  I 
sports. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.1,  pages  74-75,  as  follows: 

(Division  I  only,  roll  call) 

“13.1.3.1  Basketball.  Division  I  Men’s.  The  following  contact  and 
evaluation  periods  shall  apply  to  men’s  basketball  in  Division  I: 
[13.1.3.1-(a)  through  13.1.3.1-(c)  unchanged.] 

“(d)  During  the  period  48  hours  prior  to  before  Dead  Period 
and  72  hours  after  8  a.m.  on  the  initial 
date  for  the  fall  signing  of  the  National 
Letter  of  Intent  (the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  cannot  be  hand-delivered 
during  this  time;  it  must  be  mailed): 

[13.1.3.1-(e)  through  13.1.3. l-(n)  unchanged.] 

“(o)  During  the  period  48  hours  prior  to  before  Dead  Period” 
and  72  hours  after  8  a.m.  on  the  initial 
date  for  the  spring  signing  of  the  Nation¬ 
al  Letter  of  Intent  (the  National  Letter 
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B. 


D. 


of  Intent  cannot  be  hand-delivered 
during  this  time;  it  must  be  mailed): 

[Remainder  of  13.1.3.1  unchanged.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.2,  pages  75-76,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“13.1.3.2  Basketball,  Division  I  Women’s.  The  following  contact 
and  evaluation  periods  apply  to  women’s  basketball  in  Division  I; 

1 13. l.3.2-(a)  through  13.1.3.2-(c)  unchanged  ) 

“(d)  During  the  period  48  hours  prior  to  before  Dead  Period 
and  72  hours  after  8  a.m.  on  the  initial 
date  for  the  fall  signing  of  the  National 
Letter  of  Intent  (the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  cannot  be  hand-delivered 
during  this  time;  it  must  be  mailed): 

[13.1.3.2-(e)  through  13.3.2-(k)  unchanged.] 

“(1)  During  the  period  48  hours  prior  to  before  Dead  Period" 
and  72  hours  after  8  a.m.  on  the  initial 
date  for  the  fall  signing  of  the  National 
Letter  of  Intent  (the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  cannot  be  hand-delivered 
during  this  time;  it  must  be  mailed): 

[Remainder  of  13,1.3.2  unchanged.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.5,  pages  77-78,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I- A  and  I-AA  football, 
divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“13.1.3.5  Football,  Division  I.  The  following  contact  and  evalua¬ 
tion  periods  shall  apply  to  football  in  Division  I: 

I13.1.3.5-{a)  through  13.1.3.5-(e)  unchanged.] 

“(0  January  2  through  the  Saturday  Monday  Contact  Period 
following  the  initial  date  for  the  signing 
of  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  [except 
for  (g)  and  (h)  below]: 

[13.1.3.5-(g)  unchanged.] 

“(h)  During  the  .period  48  hours  prior  to  before  Dead  Penod 
and  72  hours  after  8  a.m.  on  the  date 
for  signing  the  National  Letter  of  Intent 
(the  National  Letter  of  Intent  cannot 
be  hand-delivered  during  this  time; 
it  must  be  mailed): 

“(i)  The  Sunday  Tuesday  following  the  initial  Quiet  Period" 
date  for  the  signing  of  the  National  Let¬ 
ter  of  Intent  through  April  30: 

(Remainder  of  13.1.3.5  unchanged.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.9.1,  page  78,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“13.1.3.9.1  National  Letter  of  Intent  Signing  Date.  In  Division 
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I  the  period  48  hours  prior  to  and  72  hours 
the  date  for  the  fall  or  spring  signmg  of  the  National  Let¬ 
ter  of  Intent  in  the  applicable  sport;  m  Division  II,  the  pe¬ 
nod  48  hours  prior  to  8  a.m.  on  the  date  for  signing  the  Nationa 
Letter  of  Intent  in  the  applicable  sport. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee 

NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  tee  ^tlan 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
S  10  Ser^of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  11  membe,^  oUhe 
Big  West  Conference  and  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Con- 
ference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Under  current  legislation,  although  a  48-hour  J  P®' 
nod”  exists  prior  to  the  initial  time  a  prospective  student-athlete 
may  sTglt  a  National  Letter  of  Intent,  the  actual  ^gn.ngpj^e^ 
often  occurs  in  the  presence  of  coaching  staff  members.  This  pr 
posal  would  extend  the  “dead  period”  to  five 
days  on  each  side  of  the  initial  signing  date.  It  thus  ® 

climate  in  which  the  prospect  can  make  an 

a  less  pressure-filled  environment.  It  is  permissible  for  an  insti- 
tetfon  to  send  or  receive  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  via 
overnight  mail  during  the  dead  period. 

Action:  No.  22- A,  B  and  D  adopted  by  Division  I  (299-13);  No.  22-C 
adopted  by  Division  I-A  (103-2)  and  Division  I-AA  (82-10),  roll- 

call  votes. 

NO.  23  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 

Intent:  To  prohibit  Divisions  I  and  II  institutions  from  Pro^;ding  re¬ 
cruiting  materials  to  a  prospect  until  the  beginning  of  the 
prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school;  to  restrict 
nroducing  only  one  publication  per  sport;  to  prohibit  sending 
meeting  cardsf  special  postcards  or  highlight  filins  to  a  P^spe^ 
S  Division  I  only,  to  restrict  printing  on  '’^stitutional  statione^ 
and  press  releases  to  one  color  of  printing;  to  * 

ized  recruiting  videotapes  or  audio  tapes,  and  to  I'™*' 
tions  to  produdng  one  generic  all-sports  recimiting  '^deotape  per 
year,  with  a  maximum  of  three  minutes  related  to  each  sport. 

Bylaws;  Amend  13.4.1.  pages  81-82.  as  follows: 

(Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II.  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“13.4  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 
“13.4.1  Divisions  I  and  II— Permissible  Items.  A 
Division  II  institution  may  not  provide 
als  to  a  prospect  (including  general 
ed  to  athletics)  until  September  1  at  the 
nrnsnect’s  iunior  year  in  high  school.  Divisions  I  and  ll  Memoer 
histitutions^are  permitted  to  provide  only  the  following  Panted 
materials  to  prospects  and  to  high-school  and  two-year  college 
coaches: 
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[13.4.1-(a)  unchanged.! 

“(b)  In  Division  I.  oOne  annual  athletics  press  pu/de  publication  per 
sport  (with  only  one  color  of  printing  inside  the  covers)  per 
sport,  or  one  annual  athletics  recruiting  brochure  (with  only  one  color  of  printing 
inside  the  covers)  per  sport.  An  institution  may  prod.uce  only 
one  publication  per  sport  (i.e.,  recruiting  brochure  or 
media  guide,  but  not  both)  in  addition  to  game  pro¬ 
grams; 

“(c)  In  Division  II.  one  annual  athletics  press  guide  (with  only  one  color  of  pnnting  in¬ 
side  the  covers)  and  one  annual  athletics  recniiling  brochure  (with  only  one  cofef 
of  printing  inside  the  covers^' 

[13.4.1-(d)  through  13.4.  l-(h),  relettered  as  13.4. l-(c)  through 

13.4,  l-(g),  unchanged.] 

“(j)  (h)  General  correspondence,  including  letters  and  regular 
(not  specialized)  cards  that  do  not  include  pictures  of 
the  institution’s  department  of  athletics  personnel  or 
enrolled  student-athletes  and  letters.  In  Division  I  only, 
institutional  stationery  is  limited  to  one  color  of 
printing  on  the  stationery  (not  including  the  color  of 
the  typing  or  writing  on  such  stationery).  Such  sta¬ 
tionery  may  include  athletics  department  stationery 
with  name,  address,  telephone  number(s)  of  athletics 
department  staff  members  and  a  single  university 
logo,  but  photographs  of  enrolled  student-athletes  or 
any  other  promotional  material  is  prohibited; 

[13.4. l-(k)  and  13.4.1-(1).  relettered  as  13.4. l-(i)  and  13.4.1-[j). 

unchanged.] 

“13.4.1.1  Nonpermissible  Items.  The  gift  from  a  Division  I  or 
II  institution  of  any  tangible  recruiting  aid  other  than  those 
specified  in  13.4.1  shall  be  considered  an  improper  recruit¬ 
ing  inducement.  A  ‘tangible’  recruiting  aid  is  any  item  hav¬ 
ing  a  value  in  and  of  itself.  Further,  the  provision  of  other 
printed  materials  (e.g.,  calendars,  books,  pictures,  or  spe¬ 
cialized  postcards,  posters)  or  material  items  bearing  the 
institution’s  insignia  (e.g.,  mugs,  pencil  holders,  key  chains) 
is  prohibited,  as  are  subscriptions  to  newspapers,  magazines 
or  other  publications. 

“13.4.1.1.1  Highlight  Films,  Recruiting  Videos  and 
Press  Releases.  An  institution  may  not  provide  a 
highlight  film,  a  recruiting  videotape  or  an  insti¬ 
tutional  press  release  regarding  the  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  to  prospects  and  to  high-school  and  two-year 
college  coaches.  In  Division  I  only,  an  institution’s 
press  release  is  limited  to  one  color  of  printing  on 
the  release.  In  addition,  institutions  are  limited  to 
producing  one  generic  all-sports  recruiting  video¬ 
tape  per  year,  with  a  maximum  of  three  minutes 
related  to  each  sport.  It  is  not  permissible  to  uti¬ 
lize  any  personalized  recruiting  videotape  or 
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audio  tape  in  the  recruitment  of  prospects  on  or 
off  the  institution’s  campus.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale;  The  proposals  restricting  recruiUng  materia|s  would  re- 

^  iSrce  both  printing  and  mailing  costs.  The  savings  in  this  area 
for  some  institutions  would  be  substantial.  Recruiting  brochures 
and  redJr^ides  are  expensive,  both  to  produce  and  to  circu¬ 
late  Excess  has  been  the  rule  (rather  than  the  exception)  in 
area  of  SruXg,  particularly  in  terms  of  greeting  cards,  birth¬ 
day  cards  and  multicolored  single-sport  cards.  It  also  is  common 
for^stationery  and  standard  press  releases  utilized  for 
to  includrfour-color  photographs  and  two-color  and  four-color 
text  In  addition,  in  recent  years,  there  has  been  a  proliferation 
of  single-sport  recruiting  videotapes,  as  well  as  videotapes  per¬ 
sonalized  for  a  particular  prospect.  g^^^^Yorr’Tcruit- 

dalions  would  bring  more  common  sense  to  the  area  ol  „ 

me  resulting  in  savings  for  the  institution  and  also  eliminating 
the  oressure^for  institutions  not  currently  engaged  in  such  prac- 
lices^trbegfn  using  such  recruiting  materials  in  order  to  remain 
competitive  with  other  institutions. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divi.sion  1  (309-15.  one  abstention)  and  Division 
11  (177-13),  roli-call  vote. 

NO.  23-1  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  23,  13.4.1-(b),  as  follows: 

IFederated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II.  divided  vote,  roll  ca 
“(b)  One  annual  athletics  publication  per  sport  press  guide  (with 
only  one  color  of  printing  inside  the  covers)  P®** 
one  annual  athletics  recruiting  brochure  (with  only 
one  color  of  printing  inside  the  covers)  per  sportMn  in¬ 
stitution  may  produce  only  one  publication  per  sport  (i  e  .  recrunmg  brochure  or 
media  guide,  but  not  both)  in  addition  to  game  programs'. 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  23-2  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  23,  13.4. l-(h),  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“(h)  General  correspondence,  including  letters  ^^d ^ 
specialized)  cards  that  do  not  include  pictures  ^f 
tion’s  department  of  athletics  personnel  or  enrolled  student- 
athletes. ^In  Division  I  only,  institutional  stationery  is  limit¬ 
ed  to  one  two  colors  of  printing  on  the  stationery  (not 
including  the  color  of  the  typing  on  such  stationery),  ^ch 
stationery  may  include  athletics  department  stationery  with 
^amra^dress";  telephone  number(s)  of  athletics  department 
staff  members  and  a  single  university  logo,  but  photograph 
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of  enrolled  student-athletes  or  any  other  promotional  mate¬ 
rial  is  prohibited;” 

Source:  Arizona  State  University;  University  of  California,  Berke¬ 
ley;  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles;  University  of  Oregon; 
Oregon  State  University;  University  of  Southern  California; 
Stanford  University;  University  of  Washington,  and  Washington 
State  University. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (147-173,  three  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO.  23-3  RECRUITING  MATERIALS 
Amend  Proposal  No.  23,  13.4.1.1.1,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“13.4.1.1.1  Highlight  Films.  Recruiting  Videos  and  Press  Releas¬ 
es.  An  institution  may  not  provide  a  highlight  film,  a  recruiting 
videotape  or  an  institutional  press  release  regarding  the  athlet¬ 
ics  program  to  prospects  and  to  high-school  and  two-year  college 
coaches,  in  Division  t  only,  an  institution's  press  release  is  limited  to  one  color  of 
printing  on  the  release.  In  addition,  institutions  are  limited  to  produc¬ 
ing  one  generic  all-sports  recruiting  videotape  per  year,  with  a 
maximum  of  three  minutes  related  to  each  sport.  It  is  not  per¬ 
missible  to  utilize  any  personalized  recruiting  videotape  or  audio 
tape  in  the  recruitment  of  prospects  on  or  off  the  institution’s 
campus.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

*  NO.  24  OFFICIAL  VISITS 

Intent:  To  reduce  from  85  to  70  the  total  number  of  paid  visits  that 
members  of  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  may  provide  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  annually  in  football  and  to  reduce  from  18  to  1,5 
the  total  number  of  paid  visits  that  a  Division  I  institution  may 
provide  prospective  student-athletes  annually  in  basketball. 

A.  Byla'ws:  Amend  13.7.1.6,  page  85,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football, 
divided  vote,  roll  call) 

“13.7.1.6  Number  of  Official  Visits — Institutional  Limitation. 
The  total  number  of  official  visits  a  Division  I  institution  may 
provide  prospects  in  the  following  sports  during  an  academic 
year  shall  be  limited  to: 

“(a)  Football — 85  70.” 

[Remainder  of  13.7.1,6  unchanged.) 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.1.6,  page  85,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“13.7.1.6  Number  of  Official  Visits — Institutional  Limitation. 
The  total  number  of  official  visits  a  Division  I  institution  may 
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provide  prospects  in  the  following  sports  during  an  academic 
year  shall  be  limited  to: 

[I3.7.1.6-{a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  Basketball  ♦  /s  15.” 

[Remainder  of  13.7.1.6  unchanged.) 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction), 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  11  members  of  the 
Big  West  Conference  and  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Con¬ 
ference. 

Effective  Date;  August  1.  1991. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  sponsored  as  a  cost-reduction  item. 
Many  institutions  do  not  approach  the  current  limitations,  and 
the  proposed  limitations  remain  high  enough  to  accommodate 
the  concerns  of  those  institutions  that  bring  larger  numbers  of 
prospects  to  campus  for  official  visits. 

Action:  Part  A  adopted  by  Division  I-A  (97-9)  and  Division  I-AA  (86- 
6);  Part  B  adopted  by  Division  I  (298-19,  one  abstention).  All 
roll-call  votes. 

NO.  25  RESOLUTION:  RECRUITING  PERIODS 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

"Whereas,  the  NCAA  Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction  has 
reviewed  the  current  legislation  governing  off-campus  contacts  and 
evaluations  of  prospective  student-athletes  in  all  sports;  and 

"Whereas,  the  period  of  time  for  off-campus  contacts  and  evalua¬ 
tions  of  prospective  student-athletes  in  the  sports  of  basketball  and 
football  is  approximately  four  months;  and 

"Whereas,  there  are  no  restrictions  on  the  time  period  for  off- 
campus  contacts  and  evaluations  in  sports  other  than  basketball  and 
football  (other  than  ‘dead  periods’  set  forth  in  NCAA  Bylaw  13.1.3.9); 
and 

"Whereas,  the  committee  believes  that  further  restricting  the 
time  periods  during  which  an  institution  may  contact  and  evaluate 
prospective  student-athletes  off  the  institution  s  campus  will  result 
m  a  reduction  of  institutional  spending  by  reducing  the  amount  of 
time  and  travel  incurred  in  off-campus  recruiting  and  will  provide 
more  opportunity  for  institutional  athletics  staff  members  to  remain 
on  campus  during  key  periods  of  the  academic  year  (e.g.,  examina¬ 
tion  periods): 

"Now,  Therefore,  lie  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  Council  direct 
the  appropriate  coaches  association  in  each  sport  to  develop  recom¬ 
mendations  to  reduce  the  time  period  when  authorized  Division  I  in- 
.stitutional  athletics  department  staff  membep  may  recruit  prospec¬ 
tive  student-athletes  off  campus  to  approximately  three  months, 
with  those  recommendations  to  be  presented  to  the  NCAA  Council 
no  later  than  April  1,  1991;  and 
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“Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  legislation  consistent  with  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommendation  be  sponsored  by  the  Council  for  action  at 
the  January  1992  NCAA  Convention. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (310-5.  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote 
*  NO.  26  PARTIAL  QUALIFIER-DIVISION  II 
Intent*  To  redefine  the  partial  qualifier  in  Division  II  as  a  student 
lo  paTate' from  high  school  and  fulfdls  either  the  core^r- 
riculSn  or  the  standardized-test-score  component  of  the  Associa¬ 
tion’s  initial -eligibility  legislation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.02.9  by  adding  new  14.02.9.3,  page  101,  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

[Division  II  only,  roll  call] 

[14.02.9.1  unchanged.! 

"14.02.9.2  Partial  Qualifier— Division  1.  In  Division  I,  a  partial 
qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  f®*’  ? 

qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time  of  graduation 
presents  a  cumulative  grade-point  average  of  at  least  2.000 
(based  on  a  4.000  scale).  _  , 

“14.02.9.3  Partial  Qualifier— Division  11.  *“.*^*''*®;*V?  ® 

nartial  qualifier  is  a  student  who  does  not  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  a  qualifier  but  who,  at  the  time 
tion  from  high  school,  presents  one  of  the  following  aca¬ 
demic  requirements:  (See  14.3) 

“(a)  Successful  completion  of  a  required  core  cumculura 
consisting  of  a  minimum  number  of 
specified  minimum  grade-point  average  in  the  core 

curriculum,  or 

“(b)  Specified  minimum  SAT  or  ACT  score.” 

[14.02.9.3,  renumbered  as  14.02.9.4,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  The  current  definition  of  a  partial  qualifier  is  based  on 
the  qualifier  requirements  utilized  by  Division  I  prior  to  Division 
IPs  adoption  of  its  current  initial-ehgibihty  legislation.  Th®  Di  i 
Sion  11  subcommittee  of  the  Presidents  Commission  and  t-he  Di¬ 
vision  II  Steering  Committee  believe  it  is  more  appropriate  to 
define  a  partial  qualifier  as  a  student  who  meets  one  of  the  two 
key  elements  of  the  definition  of  a  qualifier. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II  (185-4.  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote. 

*  NO.  27  TRANSFER  ELIGIBILITY-DIVISION  III 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  student-athlete  who  would 

eligible  for  athletics  competition  had  he  or  she  remained  at  th 
previous  institution  must  fulfill  a  transfer  residence  require- 
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“14.6.1  Residence  ^Y^g^'u^^a^meSber  institution  from  any  w'' 
who  transfers  (see.l^-^  ^^Jf/tTcomplete  one  full  academic  year 
legiate  institution  to  compete  for  the  member  in 

of  residence  before  being  the  applicable  transfer  re¬ 
stitution.  unless  the  student  satis  les  tne  waiver  as 

quirements  in  this  transfe?s  from  a  two-year 

set  forth  in  this  section.  A  studen  HI  member  msb- 

nr  four-vear  collegiate  institution  ^^er  the  Associations 

tuUon  shall  be  immediately  ehgihle.  .  institution, 

Serregulations,  to  compete  iorprovided  the  stu- 

Stog  remained  at 

Bylaws:  Amend  14,6.4.3,  page  124,  “ 

IDivision  111  only,  3,„aenl  from  a 

•14  6  4.3  To  Division  HI  that  conducts  an  mter- 

tifo-year  college  or  from  \b™"*ift“mmediately  eligible  for 
Slegiate  athletics  “f'cadi  year  in  residence 

competition  during  the  f  rst  aeadem  y^^ 

:ta  givieion  he  at  the  msUtu- 

'^“''“^rwiuhlheriudLt  transferred." 
tionfroro  197-129  as  follows; 

Bvlaws:  Amend  14.6.5.  pages  127-129,  as 
Bylaws.  joi^ision  HI  only,  roll  calll 

“14.6.5  Four-Year  College  Transfers  student- athletes 

;Mr  fouYyeafS^^^^  " 

that  institution’s  athletics  due^t.  ^  transfer  student 

“14  6.5.1  To  Divisions  1,  and  U  an  eligible  for  intercol- 

fmm  a  four-year  institution  sh^^ 

legiate  competition  a  f  vision  ^  3 

siSn  HI  full  academic  year  (two  fu U 

dence  requirement  of  ^  ^  certifying  instij-u- 

[Remainder  of  14.6.5.1  ana  Transfers  from  Four- 

“14.6.5.3  Exceptions  or  from  a  four-year  collegiate 

Year  Colleges.  Residence  requirement  for  m- 

institution  is  not  s^hj^ct  to/^ny  one  of  the  following  coi^i- 

tercollegiate  ^^/student-athlete’s  first  academic 

tions  is  met.  During  the  s^uaen  serve  as  a 

year  of  full-time  enrollment,  such 
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basis  for  a  waiver  of  or  an  exception  to  the  residence  re¬ 
quirement  only  for  Division  I  or  Division  II  transfer  stu- 
dents  who  are  qualifiers  per  14.02.9.1. 

[14.6.5.3.1  through  14.6.5.3.10  unchanged.] 

“14.6.5.3.11  Division  III  Exception.  The  student 
transfers  to  the  certifying  institution  and  the  stu¬ 
dent  would  have  been  eligible  had  he  or  she  re¬ 
mained  at  the  institution  from  which  the  student 
transferred.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee)  and 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  Since  the  Division  III  transfer  legislation  was  deregulated 
through  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  115  at  the  1989  NCAA  Con¬ 
vention.  there  has  been  concern  in  the  Division  III  membership 
that  student-athletes  who  are  ineli^ble  at  one  institution  for  any 
reason,  including  academic  ineligibility,  are  simply  transferring  to 
Division  III  institutions  in  order  to  continue  their  athletics  partic¬ 
ipation.  This  legislation  addresses  that  concern  by  prohibiting 
such  student-a^letes  from  competing  at  a  Division  III  institution 
until  they  have  fulfilled  an  academic  year  of  residence. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (172-82,  four  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 

*  NO.  28  SUMMER  FINANCIAL  AID— INCOMING 
STUDENT-ATHLETES 

Intent:  To  permit  member  institutions  to  provide  summer  financial 
aid  to  incoming  student-athletes  from  athletically  related 
sources,  provided  the  student-athletes  qualify  for  such  financial 
aid  on  the  same  basis  as  other  students  generally. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.7.1.2,  page  145,  as  follows; 

(Federated  provision.  Divisions  1  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“15.2.7.1.2  Summer  Financial  Aid— Incoming  Student-Athletes. 
The  following  conditions  apply  to  the  awarding  of  financial  aid 
to  a  student-athlete  to  attend  an  institution  in  the  summer  prior 
to  the  student’s  initial,  full-time  collegiate  enrollment: 

1 15.2.7. 1.2-(a)  through  15.2.7. 1.2-(c)  unchanged.] 

“(d)  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  the  awarding  institution  certifies  in 
writing  that  the  student's  finanaal  aid  was  granted  without  regard  in  any  de¬ 
gree  to  athletics  ability  the  student-athlete  qualiHes  to  re¬ 
ceive  such  aid  on  the  same  basis  as  other  students 
generally.  The  written  certification  shall  be  on  file  in  the 
office  of  the  director  of  athletics  and  shall  be  signed  by  the 
faculty  athletics  representative  and  the  director  of  financial 
aid.  The  source  of  any  funds  used  directly  to  support 
any  student-athlete’s  attendance  in  summer  school 
may  be  athletically  related. 
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‘‘(e)  In  Division  III,  the  awarding  institution  certifies  m  writ¬ 
ing  that  the  students  financial  aid  was  panted  without  re¬ 
gard  in  any  degree  to  athletics  ability.  The  written  certifica¬ 
tion  shall  be  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  director  of  athletics 
and  shall  be  signed  by  the  facuHy  athletics  representative 
and  the  director  of  financial  aid.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (NCAA  Presidents  Commission). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  intent  of  Bylaw  15.2.7.1.2  (1990  NCAA  Convention 
Proposal  No.  32)  was  to  provide  greater  opportunity  fp  incoming 
student-athletes  (prior  to  initial  collegiate  f 

financial  aid  to  attend  an  institutions  summer  term.  That  being 
the  case  it  should  be  permissible  to  utilize  athletically  related 
funds  to’  support  directly  these  student-athletes  attendance  m 
summer  school,  provided  the  student- athletes  qualify 
nancial  aid  on  the  same  basis  as  other  students  in  general  at¬ 
tending  summer  school. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (136-180  nine  abstentions),  and  by 
Division  II  (85-96,  one  abstention),  roll-call  votes. 

*  NO.  29  ACADEMIC  COUNSELING 

Intent:  To  require  all  Division  I  member  institutions  to  make  aca- 
*  demic  counseling  and  tutoring  services  available  to  all  recruited 
student-athletes. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.3  by  adding  new  16.3.3,  page  166,  as  follows: 

(Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“16.3.3  Mandatory  . 

“16.3.3.1  Academic  Counseling.  Division  I  member  in¬ 
stitutions  shall  provide  general  ?«ademm  counseling 
and  tutoring  services  to  all  recruited  student-athletes. 
Such  counseling  and  tutoring  services 
ed  by  the  department  of  athletics  or  through  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  nonathletics  student  support  services. 

Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  eight  members  of  the  At¬ 
lantic  Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  f 
ference,  all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  11  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Big  West  Conference,  all  seven  members  of  the  Patri¬ 
ot  League,  all  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference  and 
all  eight  members  of  the  Sun  Belt  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  An  institution  that  recruits  a  student-athlete  owes  that 

^  individual  the  opportunity  to  receive  a  comprehensive  educa¬ 
tional  experience.  This  proposal  would  require  that  as  a  mini¬ 
mum  standard,  the  institution  make  academic  counseling  and 
tutoring  services  available  to  such  recruits.  Its  objective  is  to 
maximize  the  academic  performances  of  student-athletes. 
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Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (286-5),  roll-call  vote. 

•  NO.  30  ATHLETICS  HOUSING 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  Division  I  member  institution  may  not 
house  student-athletes  in  athletics  dormitories  when  institution¬ 
al  dormitories  are  open  to  the  general  student  body;  to  define 
athletics  dormitories  and  athletics  wings  as  dormitories,  wings 
or  floors  in  which  at  least  50  percent  of  the  residents  are  stu¬ 
dent-athletes,  and  to  apply  financial  aid  restrictions  related  to 
athletics  dormitories  on  a  federated  basis. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.5.2  by  adding  new  16.5.2.2,  page  167,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“16.5.2.2  Athletics  Housing.  The  institution  may  not  house 
student-athletes  in  athletics  dormitories  or  athletics 
blocks  within  institutional  dormitories  on  those  days 
when  institutional  dormitories  are  open  to  the  general 
student  body. 

“16.5.2.2.1  Athletics  Dormitories.  Athletics  dormitories 
shall  be  defined  as  institutional  dormitories  in  which  at 
least  50  percent  of  the  residents  are  student-athletes. 
“16.5.2.2.2  Athletics  Blocks.  Athletics  blocks  shall  be 
individual  blocks,  wings  or  floors  within  institutional 
dormitories  in  which  at  least  50  percent  of  the  resi¬ 
dents  are  student-athletes.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction), 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  11  members  of  the 
Big  West  Conference,  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Confer¬ 
ence,  all  seven  members  of  the  Patriot  League  and  all  eight 
members  of  the  Sun  Belt  Conference, 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1996. 

Rationale:  The  objective  of  this  proposal  is  to  integrate  the  student- 
athlete  more  completely  into  the  student  body  and  to  enable  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  to  experience  every  facet  of  college  life  similar  to 
students  in  general.  A  five-year  phase-in  period  is  permitted  to 
allow  institutions  ample  opportunity  to  adjust,  as  well  as  to  ful¬ 
fill  recruiting  commitments  made  to  currently  enrolled  or  enter¬ 
ing  student-athletes. 

Action:  Approved  by  Division  I  (278-31,  four  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote.  First  approved  (269-32,  five  abstentions)  as  amended  by 
No.  30-2.  After  successful  vote  to  reconsider,  proposal  was  ap¬ 
proved  unamended. 

NO.  30-1  ATHLETICS  HOUSING 

Amend  Proposal  No.  30,  16.5.2.2,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“16.5.2.2  Athletics  Housing.  The  institution  may  not  house  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  are  in  their  third  or  subsequent  year  of 
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collegiate  enrollment  (beginning  with  the  fifth  semester 
or  seventh  quarter)  in  athletics  domitones 
within  institutional  dormitories  on  those  days  when  institution¬ 
al  dormitories  are  open  to  the  general  student  body. 

[16.5.2.2.1  and  16.5.2.2.2  unchanged.] 

Source;  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  University  of  Georgia, 
University  of  Hawaii;  Louisiana  State  University;  Mississippi 
State  University;  University  of  Southern  Missis^ppi;  l^iversity 
of  T^as,  Amstin;  Texas  A&M  University,  and  Texas  Christian 

University. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  30-2  ATHLETICS  HOUSING 

Amend  Proposal  No.  30,  16.5.2.2,  by  adding  new  16.5.2.2.3.  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“16.5.2.2.3  Exception.  The  provisions  of 
shall  not  apply  to  member  institutions  that  have  housing 
policies  that  do  not  differentiate  between  student-ath¬ 
letes  and  students  generally.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Action:  First  approved  by  Division  I  (154-150,  three  abstentions). 
After  successful  motion  to  reconsider,  the  proposal  was  defeated. 

♦  NO.  31  TRAINING-TABLE  MEALS 

Intent*  To  specify  that  a  Division  I  member  institution  may  provide 
only  one^rai^  meal  per  day  to  a  student-athlete  durmg 

the^ academic  year  when  regular  institutional  dining  facilities 

are  open. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.5.1,  page  167,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“16.5.1  Permissible.  Identified  housing  and  meal 

dental  to  a  student’s  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics 

that  may  be  financed  by  the  institution  are: 

[16  5  l-(a)  and  16.5.1-(b)  unchanged.] 

“(c)  Training-Table  Meals,  An  institution 
only  one  training-table  meal  per  day  t^o  a 
lete  during  the  academic  year  on  those  days  when 
regular  institutional  dining  facilities  are  open. 
[16.5.1-(c)  and  16.5,i-(d),  relettered  as  16.5. l-(d)  and  16.5.  l-(e), 
unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee 

NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  ^e  Atlanti 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  U 
Big  West  Conference,  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Confer¬ 
ence,  all  seven  members  of  the  Patriot  League  and  all  eight 
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members  of  the  Sun  Belt  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1996. 

Rationale:  The  objective  of  this  proposal  is  to  encourage  the  inte¬ 
gration  of  the  student-athlete  into  the  student  body.  However,  it 
recognizes  the  necessity  for  the  student-athlete  to  be  provided  a 
nutritional  meal  required  by  a  person  who  engages  in  strenuous 
physical  exercise  and  encounters  a  lack  of  available  eating  facili¬ 
ties  at  the  conclusion  of  practice  in  some  sports.  A  five-year 
phase-in  period  is  permitted  to  enable  institutions  sufficient  op¬ 
portunity  to  adjust,  as  well  as  to  fulfill  recruiting  commitment? 
made  to  currently  enrolled  or  entering  student-athletes. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (259-49,  four  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 


NO.  32  EXPENSES  FOR  COMPETITION 

Intent:  To  establish  limits  on  regular-season  team  travel  that  would 
prohibit  team  (or  individual)  departure  earlier  than  48  hours 
prior  to  competition  and  to  limit  to  36  hours  the  time  period  an 
institution  (or  student-athlete)  may  remain  in  the  area  after  the 
competition,  except  travel  that  occurs  to  or  from  Alaska  or 
Hawaii  related  to  the  competition  or  travel  that  occurs  during 
the  institution  s  official  vacation  period. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.7.1,  page  168,  as  follows: 

1  Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“16.7.1  Away-From-Home  Contest.  The  institution  may  pay  the 
actual  co.sts  for  reasonable  entertainment  that  takes  place  with¬ 
in  a  100-miIe  radius  of  where  a  team  plays  or  practices  in  con¬ 
nection  with  an  away-from-home  contest.  It  is  not  permissible 
for  a  team  to  remain  depart  more  than  48  hours  prior  to  or  re¬ 
main  more  than  36  hours  after  an  event  [see  16.8.1. 2. 1,1 -(a) 
and  (b)]  or  to  transport  the  team  to  another  area  for  entertain¬ 
ment  purposes.” 

[Remainder  of  16.7.1  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.1.2.1,  pages  168-169,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“16.8.1.2.1  Travel  Expenses  Prior  to  and  Following  Athletics 
Event.  An  eligible  student-athlete  may  receive  actual  and  noce.s- 
sary  travel  expenses  to  represent  the  institution  in  athletics 
competition,  provided  the  student-athlete  departs  to  the 
competition  no  earlier  than  48  hours  prior  to  the  compe¬ 
tition  and  returns  to  campus  within  48  36  hours  after  a  regu¬ 
larly  scheduled  intercollegiate  contest,  even  if  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  remains  at  the  site  after  the  contest  and  does  not  return 
with  the  team. 

“16.8.1.2.1.1  Exception.  There  shall  be  exceptions  to 
the  restrictions  set  forth  in  16.8.1.2.1  governing  the 
time  limitations  related  to  the  provision  of  travel  ex- 
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penses  prior  to  and  following  a  re^larly  scheduled 
intercollegiate  contest  in  the  following  circum- 
stances: 

“(a)  Expenses  inciured  in  conjunction  with  t**avel  to  or 
from  Hawaii  or  Alaska  related  to  the  competition,  or 
"(b)  Competition  that  takes  place  during  an  official  va^- 
tion  period  during  the  institution’s  academic  year. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Currently,  there  are  no  NCAA  rules  governing  departure 
times  for  contests.  The  current  limit  for  remaining  at  any  site 
after  a  contest  is  48  hours.  Imposing  a  departure  restriction 
prior  to  competition  and  further  reducing  the  number  of  hours 
permitted  at  an  away-from-home  site  after  a  contest  will  save 
travel  costs  and  decrease  the  number  of  missed  classes. 

Action:  Adopted  (710-19)  as  amended  by  No.  32-1,  roll-call  vote. 

NO,  32-1  EXPENSES  FOR  COMPETITION 

A.  Amend  Proposal  No.  32-A,  16.7.1,  by  adding  new  16.7.1.1,  as 
follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  calll 

“16  7  1.1  Exceptions.  There  shall  be  exceptions  to  the 
restrictions  set  forth  in  16.7.1  governing  the  time 
limitations  related  to  the  provision  of  travel  expenses  in 
conjunction  with  intercollegiate  contests  scheduled 
under  the  following  circumstances: 

“(a)  Expenses  incurred  prior  to  and  following  contests 
that  require  travel  to  or  from  Hawaii  or  Alaska; 

“(b)  Expenses  incurred  prior  to  and  following  regul^- 
season  competition  that  takes  place  during  an  offi¬ 
cial  vacation  period  during  the  institution  s  aca¬ 
demic  year,  or  X  •  Mr A A 

“(c)  Expenses  incurred  prior  to  contests  in 

championship  events  or  certified  postseason  foot¬ 
ball  games.” 

B.  Amend  Proposal  No.  32-B,  16.8.1.2.1.1.  as  follows; 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“16  8  12  11  Exception.  There  shall  be  exceptions  to  the 
restrictions  set  forth  in  16.8.1.2.1  governing  the  time  limitations 
related  to  the  provision  of  travel  expenses  pnor  to  and  following  a 
regularly  scheduled  in  conjunction  with  intercollegiate  contests  m 
scheduled  under  the  following  circumstances: 

“(a)  Expenses  incurred  in  conjunction  with  travel  prior  to  and  fol¬ 
lowing  contests  that  require  travel  to  or  from  Hawaii 
or  Alaska;  related  to  the  competition,  or 
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“(b)  Expenses  incurred  prior  to  and  following  regul^* 
season  ccompetition  that  takes  place  during  an  official 
vacation  period  during  the  institution’s  academic  year,  or 
“(c)  Expenses  incurred  prior  to  contests  in  NCAA 
championship  events  or  certified  postseason  foot¬ 
ball  games,” 

Source:  NCAA  Council 

Action:  Adopted  (676-28, 10  abstentions),  roll-call  vote. 

*  NO.  33  ANNUAL  COACHES  CERTIFICATION 

Intent:  Tb  specify  that  only  those  Division  I  coaches  who  have  been 
certified  on  an  annual  basis  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective 
student-athletes  off  campus;  to  assign  responsibilities  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  and  administration  of  the  certification  program  to 
the  Association’s  member  conferences  or  the  NCAA  national  of¬ 
fice,  and  to  require  each  member  conference  to  report  annually  to 
the  Association  the  conference’s  certification  procedures,  which 
shall  require  that  such  coaches  shall  have  taken  a  standardized 
national  test  covering  the  Association’s  recruiting  legislation. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11  by  adding  new  11.5,  page  51,  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11,5  CERTIFICATION  TO  RECRUIT  OFF  CAMPUS 
“11,5.1  Division  I  Regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  apply  to  all  Division  I  sports. 

“11.5.1,1  Annual  Certification  Requirement.  Only 
those  coaches  who  have  been  certified  may  contact  or 
evaluate  any  prospective  student-athletes  off  campus. 
Certification  must  occur  on  an  annual  basis. 

“11.5.1.1.1  Certification  Administration.  Such  cer¬ 
tification  procedures  shall  be  established  and  ad¬ 
ministered  for  their  member  institutions  by  the 
member  conferences  of  the  Association  or,  in  the 
case  of  an  independent  institution,  by  the  NCAA 
national  office  or  the  conference  office  that  ad¬ 
ministers  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  for  that  in¬ 
stitution.  Such  certification  procedures  shall  in¬ 
clude  a  requirement  that  the  coaches  shall  have 
taken  a  standardized  national  test  covering 
NCAA  recruiting  legislation. 

“11.5.1.1.2  NCAA  Approval.  Each  member  confer¬ 
ence  shall  report  annually  to  the  NCAA,  on  a  form 
approved  by  the  Council,  the  procedures  it  uti¬ 
lizes  to  certify  coaches  to  recruit  off  campus.” 

B.  Bylaws;  Amend  13.1.2.1  by  adding  new  13.1.2.1.1.  page  72,  a,s 
follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 
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“13.1.2,1.1  Off-Campus  Recruiters.  An  institutional  staff 
member  is  not  permitted  to  recruit  off  campus  until  he  or 
she  has  been  certified  on  an  annual  basis  ^as  to  knowledge 
of  applicable  recruiting  rules  per  11.6.1.1.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council,  NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight 
members  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  ot 
the  Big  East  Conference,  all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Confer¬ 
ence,  all  11  members  of  the  Big  West  Conference  and  all  10 
members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  i,  1992. 

Rationale:  It  is  important  for  each  member  institution  to  assure 
that  recruiting  rules  and  regulations  are  being  understood  and 
followed  by  their  coaches  and  institutional  staff  members  "^ho 
are  permitted  to  recruit  off  campus.  Often,  an  institution  will 
hire  a  coach  or  staff  member  who  has  little  or  no  college  coach¬ 
ing  experience  and  whose  knowledge  of  NCAA  recruiting  i^les  is 
lacking.  A  certification  program  would  assure  each  member  in¬ 
stitution  that  its  recruiters  have  a  sufficient  understanding  m 
NCAA  recruiting  rules  before  they  are  permitted  to  recruit  on 
campus,  while  encouraging  a  uniform  application  of  these  rules. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (305-13)  as  amended  by  No.  33-1,  roll- 
call  vote. 

NO.  33-1  ANNUAL  COACHES  CERTIFICATION 

Amend  Proposal  No  33,  11.5.1.1.1,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11  5  1  1  1  Certification  Administration.  Such  certification  pro¬ 
cedures  shall  be  established  by  the  NCAA  national  office  in  a 
standardized  format  and  administered  for  their  member  insti¬ 
tutions  by  the  member  conferences  of  the  Association  or,  in  the 
case  of  an  independent  institution,  by  the  NCAA  national  office 
or  the  conference  office  that  administers  the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  for  that  institution.  Such  certification  procedures  shall  in¬ 
clude  a  requirement  that  the  coaches  shall  have  taken  a  stan¬ 
dardized  national  lest  covering  NCAA  recruiting  legislation. 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (205-115,  one  abstention),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO.  34  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— 1-A  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  To  establish  new  coaching  categories  and  reduce  the  number 
of  countable  coaches  that  may  be  utilized  in  Division  I-A  foot¬ 
ball 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  11.02  by  deleting  11.02.2  through  11-02.4, 
renumbering  11.02.5  as  new  11.02.4,  deleting  11.02.6,  and 
adding  new  11.02.2  and  11.02.3,  renumbering  subsequent  sec¬ 
tions,  pages  45-46,  as  follows: 
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[Division  DA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.02.2  Coach,  Head  or  Assistant.  A  head  or  assistant 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institution’s 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  who 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
no  NCAA  limitations  on  earnings. 

“11.02.3  Restricted'Eamings  Coach.  A  restricted-earnings 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institution’s 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  who 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
the  following  limitations  on  earnings  derived  from  the 
member  institution: 

“(a)  During  the  academic  year,  a  restricted-earnings 
coach  may  receive  compensation  or  remuneration 
from  the  institution’s  athletics  department  that  is  not 
in  excess  of  either  $12,000  or  the  actual  cost  of  educa¬ 
tional  expenses  incurred  as  a  graduate  student. 

“(b)  During  the  summer,  a  restricted-earnings  coach  may 
receive  compensation  or  remuneration  (total  remu¬ 
neration  shall  not  exceed  $4,000)  from: 

“(1)  The  institution’s  athletics  department, 

“(2)  The  institution’s  camp  or  clinic, 

“(3)  Camps  or  clinics  owned  or  operated  by  institu¬ 
tional  employees,  or 

“(4)  Another  member  institution’s  summer  camp. 

“(c)  During  the  summer  or  the  academic  year,  the  restrict¬ 
ed-earnings  coach  may  receive  compensation  for  per¬ 
forming  duties  &om  another  department  or  office  of 
the  institution,  provided: 

“(1)  The  compensation  received  for  those  duties  out¬ 
side  the  athletics  department  is  commensurate 
with  that  received  by  others  performing  those 
same  or  similar  assignments; 

“(2)  The  ratio  of  compensation  received  for  coaching 
duties  and  any  other  duties  is  directly  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  amount  of  time  devoted  to  the  two 
areas  of  assignment,  and 

“(3)  The  individual  is  qualified  for  and  is  performing 
the  duties  outside  the  athletics  department  for 
which  the  individual  is  compensated." 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.4,  pages  49-50,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.3.4  Compensation,  Benefits  and  Expenses  to  Part-Time  Re¬ 
stricted-Earnings  Coaches.  This  section  applies  only  to  those  sports  that 
have  limitations  on  the  numbers  ol  coaches  that  may  be  employed  (see  11  6)  See 
11.02.3  for  definition  of  a  part-time  restricted-earnings  coach. 
“11.3.4.1  Compensation  for  Performing  Other  Institutional 
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Duties.  A  part-time  asasfanf  restricted-earnmgs  coach  may  re¬ 
ceive  compensation  for  performing  duties  for  another  de¬ 
partment  or  office  of  the  institution,  provided; 

[11. 3.4. l'(a)  through  11. 3.4. l-(c)  unchanged.] 

“11  3  4.2  Reduction  in  Teaching  Load  to  Recognize  Coaching 
Involvement.  A  reduction  in  teaching  load  or  other  responsi¬ 
bilities  outside  the  athletics  department  m  recognition  of 
the  performance  of  coaching  duties  for  the  athletics  depart¬ 
ment,  but  without  a  reduction  in  the  individuals  compensa¬ 
tion  from  that  outside  department,  counts  as  compensation 
from  the  athletics  department.  Accordingly,  if  the 
tion  representing  the  reduction,  coupled  with  any 
assistance  provided  by  the  ^^hjefics  department  exceeds 
the  amount  of  a  full  grant-ln-aid  set  forth  in  H.02.3-(a),  the  in 
kvidual  is  considered  to  be  a  head  or  fuii-me  assistant  coach 
and  countable  in  that  category. 

[11.3.4.3  deleted.] 

“11344  11.3.4.3  Replacement  of  Part-Time  Restricted-Earn¬ 
ings  Coaches.  The  cosf  of  the  full  grant-in  aid  compensation  or 
remuneration  set  forth  in  11.02.S.(a)  shall  be  charged 
against  an  academic  year.  Once  the  amount  of  the  full  grant-m-aid 
set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a)  is  paid  to  » 

ed-earnings  coach  for  that  academic  year,  additi^al 
fmids  may  not  be  spent  on  a  replacement  ^  f 
the  next  academic  year,  even  though  the  first  f ® 

stricted-earnings  coach  is  subsequently  disassociated 
from  the  institution’s  athletics  program. 

“113  4.5  11.3.4.4  Benefits.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a  part-Wme 
restricted-earnings  coach  to  receive 
benefits’  (e.g.,  country  club  memberships,  automobiles,  post¬ 
season  bowl-game  bonuses)  without  counting  such  benefits 
as  compensation  from  the 
fits’  shall  be  counted  as  compensation  from 
partment  and  computed  in  determining  w  e  e 
amount,  in  addition  to  any  other  compensation  received,  ex¬ 
ceeds  a  full  grant  in-aid  the  amount  set  forth  in 
However,  part-time  restricted-eamings  coaches  may  ac  p 
employee  benefits  available  to  all  institutional  employ 
(e  life  insurance,  health  insurance,  disability  insurance) 
without  the  value  of  those  benefits  being  computed. 

“11 34  6  11.3.4.5  Use  of  Automobile.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a 
restricted.eaniings  coach  to 
provided  by  an  outside  agency  for  use  by  all  coaches  at  a 
free  or  reduced  rate  without  exceeding  the  full  grant-m-aid 
amount  set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a),  unless. 

[11. 3.4.6-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  The  part-time  restricted-earnings  coach  pays  the  out¬ 
side  agency  at  the  regular  lease  or  rental  rate. 

“11.3.4.7  Expenses  Incurred  in  the  Performance  of  Coaching 
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Duties.  A  part-time  restricted>earning$  coach  may  receive 
the  following  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  the 
performance  of  coaching  duties:” 

[Remainder  of  11.3.4.7  unchanged.] 

Bylaws;  Amend  11.6,  pages  53-56,  as  follows: 

[Division  I- A  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6  LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  NUMBER  AND  DUTIES  OF 
COACHES 


S' 

fa 


“11,6.1  General  Provisions  Applicable  to  Division  I-A  Football  'i- 
All  Sports  With  Numerical  Coaching  Limits.  '‘■ 

“11.6.1.1  Designation  of  Coaching  Category.  An  individual  p 
who  coaches  and  either  is  uncompensated  or  receives  com- 
pensation  or  remuneration  of  any  sort  from  the  institution.  ^ 
even  if  such  compensation  or  remuneration  is  not  designat-  'i' 
ed  for  coaching,  shall  be  designated  as  a  head  coach,  assis-  L 
tant  coach,  part-time  coach,  volunteer  coach,  graduate  assistant  coach  re*  •* 
stricted-earnings  coach  or  undergraduate  assistant  coach  p 
by  certification  of  the  institution.  i 

[11.6.1.1.1  and  11.6.1.1,1.1  unchanged.]  \ 

“11.6.1.1.2  Placement  Within  Categories.  If  an  institu-  > 
tion  has  not  reached  its  limit  on  the  number  of  coaches  ! 
in  any  category,  any  type  of  coach  may  be  counted  m  - 
that  category  (e.g.,  full-time,  part-time,  volunteer  restricted 
earnings),  provided  the  coach’s  compensation  is  equiv¬ 
alent  to  or  below  the  level  of  compensation  designated 
for  that  category. 

“11.6.1.1.3  Category  Limitations.  When  a  limit  is  set  on 
the  number  of  coaches  in  different  coaching  categories 
(i.e.,  head  coach,  full-time  assistant,  part-time  assistant,  volun¬ 
teer,  graduate  assistant  restricted  earnings),  each  category 
is  considered  to  be  a  separate  limit.  However,  an  insti¬ 
tution  over  the  limit  in  one  category  may  not  continue 
to  fill  vacancies  within  the  limitations  of  another  cate¬ 
gory. 

[Remainder  of  11.6.1.1.3  unchanged;  11.6.2  deleted.] 

“11.6.2  Number  Limits.  There  shall  be  a  limit  of  nine  head 
or  assistant  coaches  and  four  restricted-earnings  coaches 
that  may  be  employed  by  the  institution  in  the  sport  of  | 
football.  I 


“11.6.2.1  Exceptions.  No  individual  other  than  coaches 
designated  to  fill  the  coaching  categories  set  forth  in 
11.6.2  may  participate  in  any  manner  in  the  coaching 
of  the  intercollegiate  team  of  a  member  institution 
during  any  football  game,  practice  or  other  organized 
activity,  with  the  following  exceptions: 

“11.6.2.1.1  Weight  or  Strength  Coach.  A  weight 
(strength  and  conditioning)  coach  may  conduct 
flexibility,  warm-up  and  physical  conditioning  ac- 
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tivities  prior  to  any  game  and  prior  to  or  dimng 
any  practice  or  other  organized  activities  without 
being  included  in  the  limitations  on  number  of 
coaches; 

“11.6.2.1.2  Undergraduate  Coach.  The  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  in  this  section  do  not  apply  to 
undergraduate  coaches  (per  11.02.4); 

“11.6.2.1.3  Lightweight  Football.  The  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  in  this  section  do  not  apply  to 
lightweight  football  programs.  Lightweight  foot¬ 
ball  coaches  are  prohibited  from  off-campus  re¬ 
cruiting  in  the  sport  of  football,  and 
“11.6.2.1.4  Special  Attrition  Provision.  The  institu¬ 
tion  is  permitted  to  meet  these  limitations 
through  normal  attrition  only  if  the  institution 
had  in  effect  prior  to  September  15,  1990,  a  writ¬ 
ten  obligation  to  the  assistant  coach  through  aca¬ 
demic  tenure,  an  enforceable  contract  or  a  formal 
securi  ty-of-employment  commi  tment. 

“11.6.2.2  Off-Campus  Contact  and  Evaluation  of 
Prospects.  Off-campus  contact  and  evaluation  of 
prospects  is  limited  to  the  head  or  assistant  coaches. 

[11.6.3  and  11.6.4  unchanged.] 

Source;  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  This  rationale  statement  applies  to  Proposal  Nos.  34,  35 
and  36.  The  largest  expense  item  in  the  athletics  budget  is  per¬ 
sonnel.  Currently,  only  football  and  basketball  have  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  who  may  be  employed,  and  the  existing  cate¬ 
gorical  designations  of  part-time  graduate  student  and  volunteer 
coach  have  not  been  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of  full-time 
paid  employees  associated  with  the  sport.  In  addition,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  the  recent  proliferation  of  part-time  personnel 
associated  with  many  Division  I  sports.  Proposed  limitations  re¬ 
flect  an  effort  to  (1)  reduce  the  number  of  coaches  associated 
with  each  sport  by  at  least  one  full-time  equivalent  position;  (2) 
establish  an  “unrestricted”  head  or  assistant  coach  category  that 
will  accommodate  any  type  of  volunteer,  paid,  full-time  or  part- 
time  coach,  and  (3)  establish  a  “restricted-earnings”  category 
that  will  encourage  the  development  of  new  coaches  while  more 
effectively  limiting  compensation  to  such  coaches. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A  (92-15)  as  amended  by  Nos.  34-1 
and  34-2,  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  34-1  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— I-A  FOOTBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No.  34-C,  11.6.2.1,  by  adding  new  11.6.2.1.4,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  section,  as  follows; 

[Division  I-A  football  only,  roll  call] 
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“n. 6.2. 1.4  Additional  Restricted'Earnings  Coaches — ^Na¬ 
tional  Service  Academies.  National  service  academies 
may  employ  four  additional  restricted-earnings  coaches, 
who  shall  be  prohibited  from  recruiting  off  campus.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A  (93-12,  one  abstention),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO.  34-2  COACHING  LIMITATIONS-I-A  FOOTBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No.  34-C,  11.6.2,  by  adding  new  11.6.2.1,  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows; 

(Division  I-A  football  only,  roll  call] 

11.6.2.1  Combination  Option.  A  member  institution  may 
combine  two  restricted-earnings  positions  into  one 
coaching  position.  Such  a  coach  may  receive  compensa¬ 
tion  or  remuneration  that  is  not  in  excess  of  $24,000  from 
the  institution’s  athletics  department  during  the  academ¬ 
ic  year  and  not  in  excess  of  $8,000  [from  the  sources  listed 
in  11.02.3-(b)]  during  the  summer.  The  coach  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  all  other  restrictions  applicable  to  a  restricted- 
earnings  coach.” 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni¬ 
versity;  Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Florida;  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Georgia;  Louisiana  State  University;  University  of  Ok¬ 
lahoma;  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville;  University  of  Texas. 
Austin,  and  Texas  A&M  University. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A  (70-35,  one  abstention),  roll-call 
vote. 


NO.  35  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— I-AA  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  To  establish  new  coaching  categories  to  reduce  the  number  of 
countable  coaches  that  may  be  utilized  in  Division  I-AA  football. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  11,02  by  deleting  11.02.2  through  11.02.4, 
renumbering  11.02.5  as  new  11.02.4,  deleting  11.02.6,  and 
adding  new  11,02.2  and  11.02.3,  renumbering  subsequent  sec¬ 
tions,  pages  45-46,  as  follows: 

(Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.02.2  Coach,  Head  or  Assistant.  A  head  or  assistant 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institution’s 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  who 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
no  NCAA  limitations  on  earnings. 

11.02.3  Restricted-Earnings  Coach.  A  restricted-earnings 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institution’s 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  who 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
the  following  limitations  on  earnings  derived  from  the 
member  institution: 
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“(a)  During  the  academic  year,  a  restricted-earnings 
coach  may  receive  compensation  or  remuneration 
from  the  institution’s  athletics  department  that  is  not 
in  excess  of  either  $12,000  or  the  actual  cost  of  educa¬ 
tional  expenses  incurred  as  a  graduate  student. 

“(b)  During  the  summer,  a  restricted-earnings  coach  may 
receive  compensation  or  remuneration  (total  remu¬ 
neration  shall  not  exceed  $4,000)  from: 

“(1)  The  institution’s  athletics  department, 

“(2)  The  institution’s  camp  or  clinic, 

“(3)  Camps  or  clinics  owned  or  operated  by  institu¬ 
tional  employees,  or 

“(4)  Another  member  institution’s  summer  camp. 

“(c)  During  the  summer  or  the  academic  year,  the  restrict¬ 
ed-earnings  coach  may  receive  compensation  for  per¬ 
forming  duties  from  another  department  or  office  of 
the  institution,  provided: 

“(1)  The  compensation  received  for  those  duties  out¬ 
side  the  athletics  department  is  commensurate 
with  that  received  by  others  performing  those 
same  or  similar  assignments; 

“(2)  The  ratio  of  compensation  received  for  coaching 
duties  and  any  other  duties  is  directly  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  amount  of  time  devoted  to  the  two 
areas  of  assignment,  and 

“(3)  The  individual  is  qualified  for  and  is  performing 
the  duties  outside  the  athletics  department  for 
which  the  individual  is  compensated.” 

B,  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.4,  pages  49-50,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.3.4  Compensation,  Benefits  and  Expenses  to  Part-Time  Re¬ 
stricted  Earnings  Coaches.  This  section  applies  only  to  those  sports  that 
have  limitations  on  the  numbers  of  coaches  that  may  be  employed  (see  11  6)  See 
11.02.3  for  definition  of  a  parr-ftme  restricted-earnings  coach. 
"11.3.4.1  Compensation  for  Performing  Other  Institutional 
Duties.  A  part-time  assistant  restricted-earnings  coach  may  re¬ 
ceive  compensation  for  performing  duties  for  another  de¬ 
partment  or  office  of  the  institution,  provided: 

[Remainder  of  11.3.4.1  unchanged.] 

“11.3.4.2  Reduction  in  Teaching  Load  to  Recognize  Coaching 
Involvement.  A  reduction  in  teaching  load  or  other  responsi¬ 
bilities  outside  the  athletics  department  in  recognition  of 
the  performance  of  coaching  duties  for  the  athletics  depart¬ 
ment,  but  without  a  reduction  in  the  individual’s  compensa¬ 
tion  from  that  outside  department,  counts  as  compensation 
from  the  athletics  department.  Accordingly,  if  the  compensa¬ 
tion  representing  the  reduction,  coupled  with  any  financial 
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assistance  provided  by  the  athletics  department,  exceeds 
the  amount  of  a  full  grant-tn-atd  set  forth  in  11.02.3-U),  the  in¬ 
dividual  is  considered  to  be  a  head  or  tuli-time  assistant  coach 
and  countable  in  that  category. 

[11.3,4.3  deleted.] 

11.3  4.4  11.3.4.3  Replacement  of  Paii-rime  Restricted'Eam- 
ings  Coaches.  The  cost  of  the  full  grant-m-aid  compensation  or 
remuneration  set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a)  shall  be  charged 
against  an  academic  year.  Once  the  amount  of  the  full  grant-m-aid 
set  forth  in  11.02,3-(a)  is  paid  to  a  part-time  assistant  vestrict^ 
ed-earnings  coach  for  that  academic  year,  additional 
funds  may  not  be  spent  on  a  replacement  until  the  start  of 
the  next  academic  year,  even  though  the  first  part-time  re- 
stricted«earnings  coach  is  subsequently  disassociated 
from  the  institution’s  athletics  program. 

'‘11.3  4  5  11.3.4.4  Benefits.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a  part-time 
restricted>earnings  coach  to  receive  ‘common  coaching 
benefits’  (e.g.,  country  club  memberships,  automobiles,  post¬ 
season  bowl-game  bonuses)  without  counting  such  benefits 
as  compensation  from  the  athletics  department.  Such  ‘bene¬ 
fits’  shall  be  counted  as  compensation  from  the  athletics  de¬ 
partment  and  computed  in  determining  whether  that 
amount,  in  addition  to  any  other  compensation  received,  ex¬ 
ceeds  a  full  grant-tn-aid  the  amount  set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a). 
However,  part-time  restricted-earnings  coaches  may  accept 
employee  benefits  available  to  all  institutional  employees 
(c-g-i  life  insurance,  health  insurance,  disability  insurance) 
without  the  value  of  those  benefits  being  computed. 

“it  3  4.6 11.3.4.5  Use  of  Automobile.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a 
part-time  restricted  earnings  coach  to  utilize  an  automobile 
provided  by  an  outside  agency  for  use  by  all  coaches  at  a 
free  or  reduced  rate  without  exceeding  the  full  grant-in-aid 
amount  set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a),  unless: 

[11.3.4.6-(a)  unchanged.) 

“(b)  The  part-time  restricted-earnings  coach  pays  the  out¬ 
side  agency  at  the  regular  lease  or  rental  rate. 

“11.3.4.7  Expenses  Incurred  in  the  Performance  of  Coaching 
Duties.  A  part-time  restricted-earnings  coach  may  receive 
the  following  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  the 
performance  of  coaching  duties:” 

[Remainder  of  11.3.4.7  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.6,  pages  53-56,  as  follows: 

(Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11,6  LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  NUMBER  AND  DUTIES  OF 
COACHES 

“11.6.1  Genial  Provisions  Applicable  to  All  Sports  With  Numerical 

Coaching  Limits  Division  I-AA  Football. 

“11.6.1.1  Designation  of  Coaching  Category.  An  individual 


A-44 


1991  Convention  Proceedings 


■| 


1  who  coaches  and  either  is  uncompensated  or  receives  com- 

\  pensation  or  remuneration  of  any  sort  from  the  institution, 

'  even  if  such  compensation  or  remuneration  is  not  designat- 

!  ed  for  coaching,  shall  be  designated  as  a  head  coach,  assis- 

i  tant  coach,  part-time  coach,  volunteer  coach,  graduate  assistant  coach  re- 

]  stricted-eamings  coach  or  undergraduate  assistant  coach 

;  by  certification  of  the  institution, 

[11.6.1.1.1  and  11.6.1.1.1.1  unchanged.] 

“11.6.1.1.2  Placement  Within  Categories.  If  an  institu¬ 
tion  has  not  reached  its  limit  on  the  number  of  coaches 
in  any  category,  any  type  of  coach  may  be  counted  in 
that  category  (e  g.,  full-time,  pan  time,  volunteer  restricted 
earnings),  provided  the  coach’s  compensation  is  equiv¬ 
alent  to  or  below  the  level  of  compensation  designated 
for  that  category. 

“11.6.1.1.3  Category  Limitations.  When  a  limit  is  set  on 
the  number  of  coaches  in  different  coaching  categories 
(i.e.,  head  coach,  full-time  assistant,  pan-time  assistant,  volun¬ 
teer.  graduate  assistant  restricted  earnings),  each  category 
'  is  considered  to  be  a  separate  limit.  However,  an  insti¬ 

tution  over  the  limit  in  one  category  may  not  continue 
to  fill  vacancies  within  the  limitations  of  another  cate¬ 
gory. 

[Remainder  of  11.6.1,1.3  and  11.6.2  unchanged;  11.6.3 
deleted.  1 

“11.6.3  Number  Limits.  There  shall  be  a  limit  of  seven 
head  or  assistant  coaches  and  two  restricted-earnings 
coaches  that  may  be  employed  by  the  institution  in  the 
sport  of  football. 

“11.6.3.1  Exceptions.  No  individual  other  than  coaches 
designated  to  fill  the  coaching  categories  set  forth  in 
11.6.2  may  participate  in  any  manner  in  the  coaching 
of  the  intercollegiate  team  of  a  member  institution 
during  any  football  game,  practice  or  other  organized 
activity,  with  the  following  exceptions: 

“11.6.3.1.1  Weight  or  Strength  Coach.  A  weight 
(strength  or  conditioning)  coach  may  conduct 
flexibility,  warm-up  and  physical  conditioning  ac¬ 
tivities  prior  to  any  game  and  prior  to  or  during 
any  practice  or  other  organized  activities  without 
being  included  in  the  limitations  on  number  of 
coaches; 

“11.6.3.1.2  Undergraduate  Coach.  The  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  in  this  section  do  not  apply  to 
undergraduate  coaches  (per  11.02.4); 

“11.6.3.1.3  Lightweight  Football.  The  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  in  this  section  do  not  apply  to 
lightweight  football  programs.  Lightweight  foot¬ 
ball  coaches  are  prohibited  from  off-campus  re- 
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cruiting  in  the  sport  of  football,  and 
“11,6.3.1.4  Special  Attrition  Provision.  The  institu¬ 
tion  is  permitted  to  meet  these  limitations 
through  normal  attrition  only  if  the  institution 
had  in  effect  prior  to  September  15,  1990,  a  writ¬ 
ten  obligation  to  the  assistant  coach  through  aca¬ 
demic  tenure,  an  enforceable  contract  or  a  formal 
security-of-employment  commitment. 

“11.6.3.2  Off-Campus  Contact  and  Evaluation  of 
Prospects.  Off-campus  contact  and  evaluation  of 
prospects  is  limited  to  the  head  or  assistant  coaches.” 

[  1 1 .6.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Effective  Date:  Augpist  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  This  rationale  statement  applies  to  Proposal  Nos.  34,  35 
and  36.  The  largest  expense  item  in  the  athletics  budget  is  per¬ 
sonnel.  Currently,  only  football  and  basketball  have  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  who  may  be  employed,  and  the  existing  cate¬ 
gorical  designations  of  part-time  graduate  student  and  volunteer 
coach  have  not  been  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of  full-time 
paid  employees  associated  with  the  sport.  In  addition,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  the  recent  proliferation  of  part-time  personnel 
associated  with  many  Division  I  sports.  Proposed  limitations  re¬ 
flect  an  effort  to:  (1)  reduce  the  number  of  coaches  associated 
with  each  sport  by  at  least  one  full-time  equivalent  position;  (2) 
establish  an  “unrestricted”  head  or  assistant  coach  category  that 
will  accommodate  any  type  of  volunteer,  paid,  full-time  or  part- 
time  coach,  and  (3)  establish  a  “restricted-earnings”  category 
that  will  encourage  the  development  of  new  coaches  while  more 
effectively  limiting  compensation  to  such  coaches. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-AA  (83-9,  two  abstentions)  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  No.  35-1,  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  35-1  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— I-AA  FOOTBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No.  35-C,  11.6.3.1,  by  adding  new  11.6.3.1.1  and 
11.6.3.1.2,  renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

(Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.3.1.1  Varsity/Freshman  Team  Football  Program.  A 
Division  I-AA  member  institution  that  conducts  a  football 
program  that  includes  a  varsity  team  and  a  freshman 
team  may  employ  two  additional  restricted-earnings 
coaches.  Freshman  eligibility  for  varsity  team  participa¬ 
tion  must  be  prohibited  by  the  institution  and  the  fresh¬ 
man  team  must  participate  in  five  or  more  intercollegiate 
contests  in  order  for  the  two  additional  restricted-earn¬ 
ings  coaches  to  be  employed.  Such  additional  restricted- 
earnings  coaches  may  perform  football-related  duties 
only  during  the  permissible  playing  and  practice  season 


Ik 
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in  the  sport  of  football. 

“11.6.3.1.2  Varsity/Junior  Varsity/Freshman  Team  Football 
Program.  A  Division  I-AA  member  institution  that  con¬ 
ducts  a  football  program  that  includes  a  varsity  team,  a 
junior  varsity  team  and  a  freshman  team  may  employ 
four  additional  restricted-earnings  coaches.  Freshman  el¬ 
igibility  for  varsity  or  junior  varsity  team  participation 
must  be  prohibited  by  the  institution,  the  junior  varsity 
team  must  participate  in  at  least  four  intercollegiate  con¬ 
tests  and  the  freshman  team  must  participate  in  at  least 
five  intercollegiate  contests  in  order  for  the  four  addi¬ 
tional  restricted-earnings  coaches  to  be  employed.  Such 
additional  restricted-earnings  coaches  may  perform  foot- 
ball-related  duties  only  during  the  permissible  playing 
and  practice  seasons  in  the  sport  of  football.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group  and  all  seven  members 
of  the  Patriot  League. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-AA  (60-31,  two  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO.  36  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— SPORTS  OTHER 
THAN  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  To  establish  coaching  categories  and  impose  coaching  limita- 
tions  in  all  Division  I  sports  other  than  football  and  reduce  the 
number  of  countable  coaches  that  may  be  utilized  in  Division  I 
basketball. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.02  by  deleting  11.02.2  through  11.02.4, 
renumbering  11.02.5  as  new  11.02.4,  deleting  11,02.6,  and 
adding  new  11.02.2  and  11.02.3,  renumbering  subsequent  sec¬ 
tions,  pages  45-46,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.02.2  Coach,  Head  or  Assistant.  A  head  or  assistant 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institutions 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  wno 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
no  NCAA  limitations  on  earnings. 

“11.02.3  Restricted-Earnings  Coach.  A  restricted-earnings 
coach  is  any  coach  who  is  designated  by  the  institution  s 
athletics  department  to  perform  coaching  duties  and  who 
serves  in  that  capacity  on  a  volunteer  or  paid  basis  with 
the  following  limitations  on  earnings  derived  from  the 
member  institution: 

“(a)  During  the  academic  year,  a  restricted-earnings 
coach  may  receive  compensation  or  remuneration 
from  the  institution’s  athletics  department  that  is  not 
in  excess  of  either  $12,000  or  the  actual  cost  of  educa¬ 
tional  expenses  incurred  as  a  graduate  student. 

“(b)  During  the  summer,  a  restricted-earnings  coach  may 
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receive  compensation  or  remuneration  (total  remu* 
neration  shall  not  exceed  $4,000)  ih'om:  I 

“(1)  The  institution’s  athletics  department, 

“(2)  The  institution’s  camp  or  clinic, 

“(3)  Camps  or  clinics  owned  or  operated  by  institu* 
tional  employees,  or 

“(4)  Another  member  institution’s  summer  camp. 

“(c)  During  the  summer  or  the  academic  year,  the  restrict* 
ed-earnings  coach  may  receive  compensation  foi*  per¬ 
forming  duties  from  another  department  or  office  of 
the  institution,  provided: 

“(1)  The  compensation  received  for  those  duties  out¬ 
side  the  athletics  department  is  commensurate 
with  that  received  by  others  performing  those 
same  or  similar  assignments; 

“(2)  The  ratio  of  compensation  received  for  coaching 
duties  and  any  other  duties  is  directly  proper- 
tionate  to  the  amount  of  time  devoted  to  the  two 
areas  of  assignment,  and 

“(3)  The  individual  is  qualified  for  and  is  performing 
the  duties  outside  the  athletics  department  for 
which  the  individual  is  compensated.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.4,  pages  49-50,  as  follows: 

(Division  I  only,  roll  calll 

“11.3.4  Compensation,  Benefits  and  Expenses  to  Part-Time  Re¬ 
stricted-Earnings  Coaches.  This  section  applies  only  to  those  sports  that 
have  limitations  on  the  numbers  of  coaches  that  may  be  employed  (see  11  6).  See 
11.02.3  for  definition  of  a  part-»me  restricted-eamings  coach. 
“11.3.4.1  Compensation  for  Performing  Other  Institutional 
Duties.  A  part-time  assistant  restricted-eamings  coach  may  re¬ 
ceive  compensation  for  performing  duties  for  another  de¬ 
partment  or  office  of  the  institution,  provided: 

[Remainder  of  11.3.4.1  unchanged.] 

“11.3.4.2  Reduction  in  Teaching  Load  to  Recognize  Coaching 
Involvement.  A  reduction  in  teaching  load  or  other  responsi¬ 
bilities  outside  the  athletics  department  in  recognition  of 
the  performance  of  coaching  duties  for  the  athletics  depart¬ 
ment,  but  without  a  reduction  in  the  individual’s  compensa¬ 
tion  from  that  outside  department,  counts  as  compensation 
from  the  athletics  department.  Accordingly,  if  the  compensa¬ 
tion  representing  the  reduction,  coupled  with  any  financial 
assistance  provided  by  the  athletics  department,  exceeds 
the  amount  of  a  full  grant-m-aid  set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a),  the  in¬ 
dividual  is  considered  to  be  a  head  or  full-time  assistant  coach 
and  countable  in  that  category. 

[11.3.4.3  deleted.! 

^11.3.4  4  11.3.4.3  Replacement  of  Part-Time  Restricted-Eam- 
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inffs  Coaches  The  cost  of  the  full  grant-in-aid 

Shrsulqut[l;diL.s"ociated  from  the  inetitut.on’e 

3°?4  Benefits.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a 
r^tricted-earnings  coach  to  receive  ‘common  coaching 
hpnefits’  (e  g  country  club  memberships,  automobiles,  post- 
^io^\owf-game  iSiuses)  without  counting 

S  compensation  from  the  dt- 

fits’  shall  be  counud  as  compensation  from  ‘he  athletics  ae 
„?r,mant  and  computed  in  determining  whether  that 
arnoum^n  addition  £.  any  “‘her  compensation  received  ex- 

Teds  eVo.  maTfciett 

"“Tv.'iC.dits  avt^lVble  to  all  institutional  employees 
fe7‘^ri~e  heaHh'nsurance,dis^^ 

without  the  value  ofthose  benefits  being  computed. 

amount  set  forth  in  11.02.3-(a),  unless, 
f  11. 3.4.6-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  The  part-time  restricted-earnings  coach  pays  the  out¬ 
side  agency  at  the  regular  lease  or  rental  rate^ 

“11^4  7  Expenses  Incurred  in  the  Performance  of  Coaching 

DuUet  A  p?nre  restricted-earnings  coach  m^  receive 

the  following  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  the 
performance  of  coaching  duties. 

[Remainder  of  11.3.4.7  unchanged.] 

C  Bylaws:  Amend  11.6,  pages  53-56,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6  LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  NUMBER  AND  DUTIES  OF 

“11  6  f  Owe™  Provisions  Applicable  to  All  Sports  lv,»,No™*al 

CMcoioSt™BOtherThanFootball  i„ai.0H.,al 

“118  11  Designation  of  Coaching  Category.  An  individual 
who  coaches  and  either  is  uncompensated  or  receives  com- 

oensSn  or  remuneration  of  any  sort  from  the  mstituUon. 
Len  if  such  compensation  or  remuneration 
ed  for  coaching,  shall  be  designated  as  a  head  coach,  assis 
tant  coach.  paf^f'Vne  coach,  volunteer  coach,  graduate  assistant 
rtricSea'mings  coach  or  undergraduate  assistant  coach 
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by  certification  of  the  institution. 

[11.6.1.1.1  and  11.6.1.1.1.1  unchanged.] 

“11.6.1.1.2  Placement  Within  Categories.  If  an  institu¬ 
tion  has  not  reached  its  limit  on  the  number  of  coaches 
in  any  category,  any  type  of  coach  may  be  counted  in 
that  category  (e.g.,  full-time,  part-time,  volunteer  restricted 
earnings),  provided  the  coach’s  compensation  is  equiv¬ 
alent  to  or  below  the  level  of  compensation  designated 
for  that  category, 

“11.6.1.1.3  Category  Limitations.  When  a  limit  is  set  on 
the  number  of  coaches  in  different  coaching  categories 
(i.e.,  head  coach,  full-time  assistant,  part-time  assistant,  volun¬ 
teer.  graduate  assistant  restricted  earnings),  each  category 
is  considered  to  be  a  separate  limit.  However,  an  insti¬ 
tution  over  the  limit  in  one  category  may  not  continue 
to  fill  vacancies  within  the  limitations  of  another 
category. 

[Remainder  of  11.6.1.1.3,  11.6.2  and  11  6.3  unchanged' 
11.6.4  deleted.] 

“11.6.4  Number  Limits.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  num¬ 
ber  of  coaches  that  may  be  employed  by  an  institution  in 
each  sport  (other  than  football)  as  follows: 


Sport 

Head  or 
Assistant 

Restricted- 

Earnings 

Coach 

Coach 

Baseball 

2 

1 

Basketball,  Men 

3 

1 

Basketball,  Women 

3 

1 

Fencing,  Men 

1 

1 

Fencing,  Women 

1 

1 

Field  Hockey 

2 

1 

Golf,  Men 

1 

1 

Golf,  Women 

1 

1 

Gymnastics,  Men 

2 

1 

Gymnastics,  Women 

2 

1 

Ice  Hockey 

2 

1 

Lacrosse,  Men 

2 

1 

Lacrosse,  Women 

2 

1 

Rifle,  Men 

1 

1 

Rifle,  Women 

1 

1 

Skiing,  Men 

1 

1 

Skiing,  Women 

1 

1 

Soccer,  Men 

2 

1 

Soccer,  Women 

2 

1 

Softball,  Women 

2 

1 

Swimming,  Men 

1 

1 

Swimming  &  Diving,  Men* 

2 

1* 

Swimming,  Women 

1 

I 

Swimming  &  Diving,  Women* 

2 

1* 
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Tennis,  Men  1  J 

Tennis,  Women  1  J 

Cross  Country,  Men  (Without  Track)  1  1 

Track  &  Field,  Men  2  1 

Cross  Country/Track  &  Field,  Men  2  1 

Cross  Country,  Women  (Without  Track)  1  1 

Track  &  Field,  Women  2  1 

Cross  Country /Track  &  Field,  Women  2  1 

Volleyball,  Men  2  1 

Volleyball,  Women  2  1 

Water  Polo,  Men  1  ^ 

Wrestling  1  ^ 


*An  institution  that  conducts  men’s  and  women’s  swim¬ 
ming  and  diving  programs  may  employ  either  one  re¬ 
stricted  earnings  coach  each  for  both  men’s  and  womens 
swimming  and  diving  or,  in  lieu  of  two  restricted  earn¬ 
ings  coaches,  one  head  or  assistant  coach  to  coach  both 
men  and  women  divers. 

“11.6.4.1  Exceptions.  No  individual  other  than  coaches 
designated  to  fill  the  coaching  categories  set  forth  in 
11.6.4  may  participate  in  any  manner  in  the  coaching 
of  the  intercollegiate  team  of  a  member  institution 
during  any  game,  practice  or  other  organized  activity, 
with  the  following  exceptions: 

“11.6.4.1.1  Weight  or  Strength  Coach.  A  weight 
(strength  and  conditioning)  coach  may  conduct 
flexibility,  warm-up  and  physical  conditioning  ac¬ 
tivities  prior  to  any  game  and  prior  to  or  during 
any  practice  or  other  organized  activities  without 
being  included  in  the  limitations  on  number  of 
coaches; 

“11.6.4.1.2  Undergraduate  Coach.  The  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  in  this  section  do  not  apply  to 
undergraduate  coaches  (per  11.02.4),  and 
“11.6.4.1.3  Special  Attrition  Provision.  The  institu¬ 
tion  is  permitted  to  meet  these  limitations 
through  normal  attrition  only  if  the  institution 
had  in  effect  prior  to  September  15,  1990,  a  writ¬ 
ten  obligation  to  the  assistant  coach  through  aca¬ 
demic  tenure,  an  enforceable  contract  or  a  formal 
security-of-employment  commitment. 

“11.6.4.2  Off-Campus  Contact  and  Evaluation  of 
Prospects.  Off-campus  contact  and  evaluation  of 
prospects  is  limited  to  the  head  or  assistant  coach  in 
each  sport  unless  the  sport  is  limited  to  one  head  or 
assistant  coach.  In  sports  that  are  limited  to  one  head 
or  assistant  coach,  it  is  permissible  for  the  restricted- 
earnings  coach  to  contact  or  evaluate  prospects  off 
campus.” 
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Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  This  rationale  statement  applies  to  Proposal  Nos.  34,  35 
and  36.  The  largest  expense  item  in  the  athletics  budget  is  per¬ 
sonnel.  Currently,  only  football  and  basketball  have  limits  on  the 
number  of  coaches  who  may  be  employed,  and  the  existing  cate¬ 
gorical  designations  of  part-time  graduate  student  and  volunteer 
coach  have  not  been  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of  full-time 
paid  employees  associated  with  the  sport.  In  addition,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  the  recent  proliferation  of  part-time  personnel 
associated  with  many  Division  1  sports.  Proposed  limitations  re¬ 
flect  an  effort  to;  (1)  reduce  the  number  of  coaches  associated 
with  each  sport  by  at  least  one  full-time  equivalent  position;  (2) 
establish  an  “unrestricted”  head  or  assistant  coach  category  that 
will  accommodate  any  type  of  volunteer,  paid,  full-time  or  part- 
time  coach,  and  (3)  establish  a  “restricted-earnings”  category 
that  will  encourage  the  development  of  new  coaches  while  more 
effectively  limiting  compensation  to  such  coaches. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (305-23)  as  amended  by  No.  36-3,  roll- 
call  vote. 


NO.  36-1  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— BASEBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No.  36-C,  11.6.4,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.4  Number  Limits.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  number  of 
coaches  that  may  be  employed  by  an  institution  in  each  sport 
(other  than  football)  as  follows: 

Head  or  Restricted- 

Assistant  Earnings 

“Sport  Coach  Coach 

“Baseball  2  3  1” 

[Remainder  of  11.6.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  University  of  Anzona;  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville; 
Grand  Canyon  University;  University  of  Hawaii;  Jacksonville 
University;  Mississippi  State  University;  Louisiana  State  Uni¬ 
versity;  Southwest  Missouri  State  University;  Stanford  Univer¬ 
sity;  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy;  University  of  Texas,  Austin;  Wash¬ 
ington  State  University,  and  Wichita  State  University. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (66-251,  three  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 


NO.  36-2  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— BASEBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No,  36-C,  11.6.4,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.4  Number  Limits.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  number  of 
coaches  that  may  be  employed  by  an  institution  in  each  sport 
(other  than  football)  as  follows; 


;< 
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Head  or 
Assistant 

“Sport  Coach 

“Baseball  2 

[Remainder  of  11.6.4  unchanged.] 


Restricted- 

Earnings 

Coach 

,2” 


Source;  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young 

versity;  Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Florida;  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Georgia;  Louisiana  State  University;  University  of  Ok¬ 
lahoma;  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville,  and  University  of 
Texas,  Austin. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  {90-233,  three  abstentions),  roll-call 
vole. 


NO.  36-3  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— BASKETBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No.  36-C,  11.6.4.1,  by  adding  new  11.6.4.1.4,  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.4.1.4  Additional  Restricted-Earnings  Coaches— 
National  Service  Academies.  National  service  academies 
may  employ  two  additional  restricted-earnings  coaches 
in  the  sport  of  basketball,  who  shall  be  prohibited  from 
recruiting  off  campus.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  f228-8l,  eight  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 


NO.  36-4  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— CROSS 
COUNTRY/TRACK  &  FIELD 


Amend  Proposal  No.  36-C,  11.6.4,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.4  Number  Limits.  There  shall  be  a  limit  on  the  number  of 
coaches  that  may  be  employed  by  an  institution  in  each  sport 


(other  than  football)  as  follows: 

Head  or  Restricted- 

Assistant  Earnings 

“Sport  Coach  Coach 

“Cross  Country/  2  ^  2 

Track  &  Field,  Men 

Cross  Country/  2  ’  2 

Track  &  Field,  Women 


[Remainder  of  11.6.4  unchanged.] 


Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni¬ 
versity;  Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Florida;  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Georgia;  Louisiana  State  University;  University  of 
Tennessee,  Knoxville,  and  University  of  Texas,  Austin. 
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Division  I  (55-262,  three  abstentions),  roll-call 

NO,  36-5  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— WRESTUNG 

Amend  Proposal  No.  36-C,  11.6.4,  as  follows: 

{Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

InJht  ^  on  the  number  of 

X''r‘t“h:^?oo";§L^'asTote‘‘ 

“Snort  A  ,  Restricted- 

.Zr  ^  Assistant  Coach  Earnings  Coach 

Wrestling  ,2  1” 

(Remainder  of  11.6.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  University  of  Iowa;  Lehigh  University;  University  of  Michi 

?ersiw"of  of  Oklahoma;  Uni¬ 

versity  of  Oregon,  Pennsylvania  State  University;  Stanford  Uni- 

Knoxville;  West  Virginia 
WyoSgJ^’  of  Wisconsin,  Madison,  and  University  of 

Division  I  (I1I-190,  18  abstentions),  roll-call 

NO.  36-6  COACHING  LIMITATIONS— SPORTS  OTHER 
THAN  SWIMMING  AND  DIVING 

Amend  Proposal  No.  36-C,  11.6.4,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

lihh'*  ^hall  be  a  limit  on  the  number  of 

(X^r'^hrooTlirasToRlr  ™ 

[List  of  coaching  limitations  unchanged.] 

*An  institution  that  conducts  men’s  and  women’s  oro- 
^lu  ®**°***  swimming  and  diving  may 

employ  either  one  restricted-earningj  coach  T^ch  fo^ 

®  women’s  teams  or,  in  lieu  of  two  restrict- 
hoth  coaches,  one  head  or  assistant  coach  to  coach 

both  men  s  and  women’s  teams  in  that  sport.  Such  a  coach 

excLs^ o?$24''ooo'SIf "*’  remuneration  that  is  not  in 
S^n t  durif t’  from  the  institution’s  athletics  depart- 
Ss  000  ^^o**®*?*®  year  and  not  in  excess  of 

J«,000  [from  the  sources  listed  in  11.02.3.(b)]  during  the 
summer.  The  coach  shall  be  subject  to  all  other  reftric* 
tions  applicable  to  a  restricted-earnings  coach.” 

[Remainder  of  11,6.4  unchanged,] 

fayetovilte;  Brigham  Young  Uni- 
f  State  University;  University  of  Florida-  Uni- 

versity  of  Georgia;  Louisiana  State  University;  University  of  Ok- 
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Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (158-158,  nine  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote.  Later  motion  to  reconsider  was  defeated  (123-196,  one  ab¬ 
stention),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  37  COACHING  DUTIES— OFF-CAMPUS 
RECRUITING 

Intent:  To  place  limitations  on  the  number  of  Division  I  institutional 
athletics  staff  members  in  all  sports  who  can  contact  and/or 
evaluate  prospective  student-athletes  off  campus. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.6.2.3,  page  54,  as  follows; 

[Division  I-A  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.2.3  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects  Limited  to  Full- 
Time  Coaches.  Only  those  coaches  who  are  counted  by  the  insti¬ 
tution  within  the  numerical  limitations  on  full-time  head  and 
assistant  coaches  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective  student- 
athletes  off  campus.  In  addition,  there  is  a  limit  of  seven 
coaches  (including  the  head  coach)  who  may  contact  or 
evaluate  prospective  student-athletes  off-campus.  The  in¬ 
stitution  shall  certify  those  individuals  who  fall  within  these 
number  limitations  and  are  thereby  permitted  to  contact  or  eval¬ 
uate  prospective  student-athletes  off  campus.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.6.4.3,  page  56,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.4.3  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects  Limited  to  Full- 
Time  Coaches.  Only  those  coaches  who  are  counted  by  the  insti¬ 
tution  within  the  numerical  limitations  on  full-time  head  and 
assistant  coaches  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective  student- 
athletes  off  campus.  In  addition,  there  is  a  limit  of  two 
coaches  who  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  off  campus  at  any  one  time.  The  institution 
shall  certify  those  individuals  who  fall  within  these  number  lim¬ 
itations  and  are  thereby  permitted  to  contact  or  evaluate 
prospective  student-athletes  off  campus.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.6  by  adding  new  11.6.5,  page  56,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

"11.6.5,  Division  I  Sports  Other  Than  Football  and  Basket¬ 
ball 

“11.6.5.1  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects  Off 
Campus.  There  is  a  limit  on  the  number  of  institution¬ 
al  coaching  staff  members  who  may  contact  or  evalu¬ 
ate  prospects  off  campus  at  any  one  time,  as  follows: 
“(a)  Head  Count  Sports  (Other  than  Football  or  — 2 
Basketball) 

“(b)  Equivalency  Sports — 10  or  more  financial  — 2 
grants  (Baseball,  Men’s  and  Women’s  Cross 
Country/Track,  Men’s  Ice  Hockey,  Men’s  and 
Women’s  Lacrosse,  Men’s  and  Women’s  Soc¬ 
cer,  Men’s  and  Women’s  Swimming,  Women’s 
SoRball,  Field  Hockey,  and  Wrestling) 
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“(c)  Equivalency  Sports — Fewer  than  10  financial  — 1 
grants  (Men's  and  Women’s  Fencing,  Men’s 
and  Women’s  Golf,  Men’s  Gymnastics,  Men’s 
and  Women’s  Rifle,  Men’s  and  Women’s  Ski¬ 
ing,  Men’s  Tennis,  Men’s  Volleyball,  and 
Men’s  Water  Polo).” 

D.  Bylaws;  Amend  13. 1.2.4,  page  73  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“13.1.2.4  General  Restrictions,  Staff  Members  and  Governing 
Board.  The  following  are  additional  restrictions  that  apply  to  an 
institution’s  staff  members  and  governing  board: 

“(a)  Institutional  Staff  Members.  Institutional  athlatics  department  stall 
members  are  permitted  to  recruit  off  campus  in  their  sports,  it  being  understood 
that  they  are  involved  in  sports  other  than  lootball  and  basketball  In  all 
sports,  Oonly  the  permissible  numbers  ol  full-time  football  and  bas¬ 
ketball  coaches  specified  in  11.6.2.3,  11.6.4.3  and  11.6.5 
may  contact  prospects  off  campus  in  those  sports,  respectively.  Fac¬ 
ulty  members  may  contact  prospects  for  recruiting  purposes 
in  all  sports,  but  only  on  campus.  All  institutional  staff 
members  (e.g.,  faculty  members,  athletics  department  staff 
members  and  administrators)  may  telephone  and  write 
prospects,  and” 

[Remainder  of  13.1.2.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  reduce  costs  and,  at  the  same  time, 
allow  coaching  staff  members  to  remain  at  home  during  exami¬ 
nation  periods  and  other  key  periods  during  the  academic  year. 
In  the  sport  of  football,  each  staff  member  who  may  recruit  off 
campus  would  be  designated  prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  aca¬ 
demic  year.  As  a  result,  football  coaches  could  perform  duties  in 
other  areas  (e.g.,  strength  and  conditioning,  academic  support) 
that  otherwise  might  require  additional  staff  members.  In  sports 
other  than  football,  more  flexibility  is  necessary  inasmuch  as 
there  are  fewer  coaching  positions  in  those  sports.  Thus,  in  the 
sport  of  basketball,  all  three  coaches  may  recruit  off  campus,  but 
only  two  coaches  may  be  recruiting  off  the  member  institution's 
campus  at  any  one  time.  Also,  limitations  in  sports  other  than 
football  and  basketball  would  be  established  for  the  first  time.  In 
general,  these  sports’  recruiting  efforts  are  determined  more  by 
budgetary  restnctions  than  by  efforts  to  “keep  up  with  the  Jones¬ 
es”;  however,  such  restrictions  (especially  in  the  sports  that  pro¬ 
vide  fewer  financial  aid  grants)  should  result  in  cost  savings  for 
the  institution. 

Action:  Part  A  adopted  by  Division  I-A  (95-14);  Parts  B,  C  and  D 
adopted  by  Division  I  (287-31),  all  roll-call  votes. 
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NO.  37-1  COACHING  DUTIES— OFF-CAMPUS 
RECRUITING 

Amend  Proposal  No.  37-A,  11.6.2.3,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  only,  roll  call] 

“11.6.2.3  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects  Limited  to  Full- 
Time  Coaches.  Only  those  coaches  who  are  counted  by  the  insti¬ 
tution  within  the  numerical  limitations  on  full-time  head  and 
assistant  coaches  may  contact  or  evaluate  prospective  student- 
athletes  off  campus.  In  addition,  there  is  a  limit  .of  seven  eight 
coaches  (including  the  head  coach)  who  may  contact  or  evaluate 
prospective  student-athletes  off  campus.  The  institution  shall 
certify  those  individuals  who  fall  within  these  number  limita¬ 
tions  and  are  thereby  permitted  to  contact  or  evaluate  prospec¬ 
tive  student-athletes  off  campus.” 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Auburn  University; 
Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Georgia;  Georgia  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Technology:  Oklahoma  State  University:  University  of 
Tennessee,  Knoxville,  and  University  of  Texas.  Austin. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I-A  (27-76.  one  abstention),  roll-call 
vote. 

♦  NO.  38  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 
DIVISIONS  I  AND  II 

[Note:  In  order  to  assist  members  in  following  the  intent  of  the  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  changes  in  this  proposal,  an  intent  statement  has 
been  included  at  the  beginning  of  each  subsection  and  the  proposal  is 
presented  in  a  nontraditional  format.  See  Appendix  E  for  a  chart 
that  compares  current  legislation  and  the  provisions  of  Proposal  Nos. 
38,  38-7  and  38-15.] 

A.  Definition  of  Playing  Season 

Intent:  To  specify  that  the  playing  season  is  the  only  time  within 
which  Divisions  I  and  II  member  institutions  are  permitted  to 
conduct  countable  “athletically  related  activities.” 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.10  by  adding  new  17.02.10.1,  page  176, 
and  17.1.1  by  adding  new  17,1.1.1,  page  178,  as  follows: 
[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17.02.10.1  Playing  Season — ^Athletically  Related  Activi¬ 
ties.  The  playing  (i.e.,  practice  and  competition)  season 
for  a  particular  sport  is  the  only  time  within  which  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II  member  institutions  are  permitted  to  con¬ 
duct  countable  athletically  related  activities  (see 
17.02.1.1,  Proposal  No.  38-B),  except  as  set  forth  in  17.1.5.2 
(see  Proposal  No.  38-E). 

“17.1.1.1  Playing  Season— Athletically  Related  Activities. 
The  playing  (i.e.,  practice  and  competition)  season  for  a 
particular  sport  is  the  only  time  within  which  Divisions  I 
and  II  member  institutions  are  permitted  to  conduct 
countable  athletically  related  activities  (see  17.02.1.1, 
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Proposal  No.  38-B),  except  as  set  forth  in  17.1.5.2  (see  Pro* 
posal  No.  38-E).” 

B.  Definition  of  Athletically  Related  Activities 

Intent:  To  define  the  “athletically  related  activities”  that  must  be 
counted  against  the  new  daily  and  weekly  time  limitations  speci¬ 
fied  under  Proposal  No.  38-E  for  Divisions  I  and  II  member  in¬ 
stitutions. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02  by  adding  new  17.02.1,  page  175,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17.02.1  Athletically  Related  Activity.  The  following  are 
considered  ‘athletically  related  activities*  and  must  be 
counted  against  the  daily  and  weekly  time  limitations 
specified  under  17.1.5.1  (see  Proposal  No.  38-E): 

“17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities. 
The  following  are  considered  countable  athletically 
related  activities: 

“(a)  Practice  as  specified  in  17.02.11; 

“(b)  Competition; 

“(c)  Required  weight-training  and  conditioning  activ¬ 
ities  held  at  the  direction  of  or  supervised  by  an 
institutional  staff  member; 

“(d)  Participation  in  a  physical-Rtness  class  conduct¬ 
ed  by  a  member  of  the  athletics  staff  as  specified 
in  1 7.02.1 1.2-(b); 

“(e)  Film  or  videotape  reviews  of  athletics  practices 
or  contests  required,  supervised  or  monitored  by 
institutional  staff  members; 

“(f)  Required  participation  in  camps,  clinics  or  work¬ 
shops; 

“(g)  Meetings  initiated  by  coaches  or  other  institu¬ 
tional  staff  members  on  athletically  related  mat¬ 
ters; 

“(h)  Individual  workouts  required  or  supervised  by  a 
member  of  the  coaching  sta^,  except  in  the  sports 
of  gymnastics  and  swimming/diving,  as  set  forth 
in  17.02.1.2.1,  or 

“(i)  On-court  or  on-field  activities  called  by  any  mem¬ 
ber  or  members  of  a  team  and  confined  primarily 
to  members  of  that  team  that  are  considered  as 
requisite  for  participation  in  that  sport  (e.g.,  cap¬ 
tain’s  practices). 

“17.02.1.2  Noncountable  Athletically  Related  Activi¬ 
ties.  The  following  are  considered  noncountable  ath¬ 
letically  related  activities  and  are  not  counted  in  the 
weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified  under 
17.1.5.1  (see  Proposal  No.  38-E): 
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“(a)  Training-table  or  competition-related  meals; 

“(b)  Physical  rehabilitation; 

“(c)  Dressing,  showering  or  taping; 

“(d)  Athletics  department  academic  study  hall  or  tu¬ 
toring  sessions; 

“(e)  Meetings  with  coaches  on  nonathletics  matters; 

“(f)  Travel  to  and  from  practice  and  competition; 

“(g)  Medical  examinations  or  treatments; 

“(h)  Participation  in  regular  physical  education  class¬ 
es,  with  or  without  credit,  that  are  listed  in  the 
institution’s  catalog  and  open  to  all  students,  ex¬ 
cept  as  noted  in  17.02. 11.  l-(h); 

“(i)  Voluntary  individual  workouts,  provided  these 
workouts  are  not  required  or  supervised  by 
coaching  staff  members,  except  that  such  activi¬ 
ties  may  be  monitored  for  safety  purposes  by  the 
institution’s  strength  and  conditioning  personnel, 
or 

“(j)  Individual  consultation  with  a  coaching  staff 
member  initiated  voluntarily  by  a  student-ath¬ 
lete,  provided  the  coach  and  the  student-athlete 
do  not  engage  in  athletically  related  activities. 
“17.02.1.2.1  Gymnastics  and  Swimming  and  Diving 
Exception.  A  coach  may  be  present  during  volun¬ 
tary  individual  workouts  in  gymnastics  that  in¬ 
volve  the  use  of  gymnastics  equipment  in  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  gymnastics  facilities  or  in  swimming 
and  diving  when  the  student-athlete  uses  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  swimming  or  diving  facilities  without 
the  workouts  being  considered  countable.  The 
coach  may  spot  or  provide  safety  instruction  dur¬ 
ing  these  workouts.” 

C.  Sports  Subject  to  Limitations 

Intent:  To  specify  that  all  sports  in  Divisions  I  and  II  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  playing-season  segment  and  time-demand  limitations. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.4,  page  179,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17  1.4  Sports  Subject  to  Se^ent  Limitations.  Playing-season 
segment  limitations  are  applicable  in  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  to 
the  lollowing  sports  • 

‘7a;  Divisions  I  and  II— Those  team  sports  (other  than  football  and  basketball)  that 
are  listed  under  17  02  13  1.  and 

“(b)  Division  iii—A&\\  team  sports  that  are  listed  under  17.02.13.1 
and  all  individual  sports  listed  under  17.02.13.2.  In  those 
sports  for  which  the  National  Collegiate  Championship  is 
the  only  NCAA  championships  opportunity  (i.e.,  men’s  and 
women’s  fencing,  women’s  golf,  men’s  and  women’s  gymnas- 


Legislath'e  Proposals 


A-59 


tics  men’s  and  women’s  rifle,  men’s  and  womens  skiing, 
men’s  volleyball,  water  polo),  a  Division  III  institutions 
playing  season  shall  be  limited  to  the  f  me 
sion  I  institutions,  and  this  limitation  shall  be  implied  in  all 
subsequent  legislative  reference  affecting  the  Division 

sport."  . 

{Note:  17.1.5  will  be  revised  editorially  if  Proposal  No.  38-C  la 

adopted.] 

D.  Length  of  Playing  Season 

Intent:  In  Divisions  1  and  II,  to  reduce  the  playing  season  for  team 
sports  other  than  football  and  basketball  from  26  to  22  weeks 
and  to  establish  a  24-week  or  144-day  playing  season  for  individ¬ 
ual  sports. 

D.  Bylaws;  Amend  17.2  through  17.21,  pafos  184-259,  for  each 
sport  except  basketball  (17.3)  and  football  (17.7)  by  amendmg 
the  respective  section  titled  “Length  of  Playing  Season,  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“j7  _ _ Length  of  Playing  Season.  The  length  of  an  institu¬ 

tion’s  total  playing  season  (traditional  and  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ments  combined)  in  team  sports  except  basketball  and  foot¬ 
ball  shall  be  limited  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II— A  maximum  of  26  22  weeks  dormg  the  aca¬ 
demic  year. 

“]^7  _ Length  of  Playing  Season,  The  len^h  of  an  institu¬ 

tion’s  playing  season  (traditional 

combined)  in  individual  sports  shall  be  limited  to  the  folloiv- 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  U— No  limitations  A  maximum  of  24  weeks. 

_ _ 1  i44.Day  Traditional/Nontraditional  Seg¬ 
ment  Option.  In  lieu  of  utilizing  the  24-week  option, 
an  institution  may  elect  in  an  individual  sport  to  di¬ 
vide  the  season  into  traditional  and  nontraditional 
segments,  the  total  of  which  shall  consist  of  144  con- 
seSutive  days,  which  may  exclude  only  r^uired  off 
days  per  17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal  No.  38-E);  official  vaca¬ 
tion,  holiday  and  final-examination  periods,  during 
which  no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur,  and  tne 
time  between  the  two  segments. 

“17.  .2  144-Day  Traditional-Season  Option.  In  lieu 

of  utilizing  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments, 
the  total  of  which  may  not  exceed  24  weeks,  an 
tution  may  select  in  an  individual  sport  a  single  14 
consecutive-day  traditional  season,  which  may  ex- 
elude  only  required  off  days  per  17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal 
No  38-E)  and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-ex¬ 
amination  periods,  during  which  no  practice  or  com¬ 
petition  shall  occur.” 
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E.  Time  Limits  for  Athletically  Related  Activities 

Intent:  For  Divisions  I  and  II  team  and  ii'dividual  sports,  (1)  to  es¬ 
tablish  daily  and  weekly  hour  limitations  on  athletically  elated 
activities”;  (2)  to  require  one  day  off  during  each  week  in  which 
athletically  related  activities  are  conducted  during  the  playing 
season;  {3)  to  limit  weight-training,  conditioning 
fitness  activities  held  at  the  direction  of  or  supemsed  by  an  ath- 
letics  department  staff  member  outside  of  the  of 

a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per  week;  (4)  to  specify  the  method  of 
computing  hourly  limitations  and  record-keeping  requirements, 
(5)  to  impose  additional  restrictions  related  to  missed  class  time, 
and  (6)  to  prohibit  preseason  oPT-campus  intrasquad  game  . 

F  Bvlaws:  Amend  1 7. 02. U.  1.1,  page  177,  and  amend  17.1  by 
adding  new  17.1.5,  page  179,  renumbering  subsequent  sections, 

as  follows:  ,  n  m 

{Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call! 

“17  02  11  1  1  Institutional  Determination.  The  duration  and  distribution  of  these 
activities  on  any  day  are  to  be  determined  by  the  institution  itself,  subject  to  Mollir^ 
legislation  by  the  conference  or  similar  organization  of  which  the  institution  Is  a  mem- 

^'7.1.5  Divisions  I  and  II-Time  Umits  Athletteally  fe- 
lated  Activities.  In  all  sports  in  Divisions  I  and  II,  the  fol 
lowing  time  limitations  sh&ll  &pp*y* 

“17  1  5.1  Daily  and  Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Playing 

Season.  A  student-athlete;,  participation  in 

athletically  related  activities  '  A 

No.  38.B)  shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  four  hours 

per  day  and  20  hours  per  week. 

“17  1  5.1.1  Golf  Practice-Round  Exception.  A  prac¬ 
tice  round  of  golf  may  exceed  the 
day  limitation,  but  the  weekly  limit  of  20  hours 

shall  remain  in  effect. 

“17  15  2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations — Outside  of  Playing 
Season.  Outside  of  the  playing  ®"'y  ? 

athlete's  participation  f  “ *  )  and 

related  activities  specified  V 
17  02  1  l-(d)  [see  Proposal  No.  38-B]  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted.  A  student-athlete’s  participation 
ties  shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  eight  hours  per 

«  « 

“17.1.5.3  Computation  and  Recording  of  Hour  Limita¬ 
tions  ,  .  ,  s 

“17.1.5.3.1  Definition  of  Day.  A ‘day  shall  be  e- 
fined  as  a  calendar  day  (i.e.,  12:01  a.m.  to  mid¬ 
night).  j 

“17  1  5.3.2  Competition  Day.  All  competition  and 
any  associated  athletically  related  activities  on 
the  day  of  competition  shall  count  as  three  hou  s 
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regardless  of  the  actual  duration  of  these  activi¬ 
ties.  Practice  may  not  be  conducted  following 
competition. 

“17.1.5.3.3  Hour-Limitation  Record.  Countable 
hours  must  be  recorded  on  a  daily  basis  for  each 
student-athlete  regardless  of  whether  the  stu- ;! 
dent-athlete  is  participating  in  an  individual  or 
team  sport.  Any  countable  individual  or  group 
athletically  related  activity  must  count  against 
the  time  limitation  for  each  student-athlete  who 
participates  in  the  activity  but  does  not  count 
against  time  limitations  for  other  team  memben 
who  do  not  participate  in  the  activity. 

“17.1.5.3.4  Preseason  Practice.  Daily  and  weekly 
hour  limitations  do  not  apply  to  countable  athleti¬ 
cally  related  activities  occurring  during  presea¬ 
son  practice  prior  to  the  first  day  of  classes  or  the 
first  scheduled  contest,  whichever  is  earlier. 
“17.1.5.3.5  Between  Terms.  Daily  and  weekly  hour 
limitations  do  not  apply  to  countable  athletically 
related  activities  occurring  during  the  academic 
year  in  periods  between  academic  terms  when  | 
classes  are  not  in  session. 

“17.1.5.3.6  Final-Examination  Periods.  Daily  and 
weekly  hour  limitations  apply  to  countable  ath¬ 
letically  related  activities  during  final-examina¬ 
tion  periods  and  to  all  official  preparatory  peri-  , 
ods  leading  to  final-examination  periods. 

“17.1.6.4  Required  Day  Off— Playing  Season.  During  . 
the  playing  season,  all  countable  athletically  related  - 
activities  (per  17.02.1.1,  Proposal  No.  38-B)  shall  be  ^ 
prohibited  during  one  calendar  day  per  week. 

“17.1.5.4.1  Travel  Day.  A  travel  day  related  to  ath¬ 
letics  participation  may  be  considered  as  a  day  • 
off  provided  no  countable  athletically  related  ac-  ^ 
tivities  (see  17.02.1.1,  Proposal  No.  38-B)  occur 
during  that  day. 

“17.1.5.5  Additional  Restrictions  ■ 

“17.1.5.5.1  No  Class  Time  Missed  for  Practice  • 
tivities.  No  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice 
activities  except  when  a  team  is  traveling  to  an 
away-from-home  contest  and  the  practice  is  in  ■ 
coxgunction  with  the  contest. 

“17.1.6.5.2  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional 
Segment.  No  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  prac¬ 
tice  or  competition  activities  in  the  nontradition¬ 
al  segment,  even  if  the  team  is  involved  in  an 
away-from-home  contest. 
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“17.1.5.5.3  Preseason  Off-Campus  Intrasquad 
Games  Prohibition.  Preseason  off-campus  in¬ 
trasquad  games  in  all  sports  shall  be  prohibited.” 

F.  Preseason  Practice 

Intent:  To  establish  a  starting  date  for  practice  in  all  fall  sports  in 
Divisions  I  and  II  except  football  and  women’s  volleyball,  based 
on  21  permissible  practice  opportunities. 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.2  through  17.21,  pages  184-259,  for  each 
sport  with  a  traditional  segment  in  the  fall,  except  football  (17.7) 
and  women’s  volleyball  (17.19),  by  amending  the  respective  sec¬ 
tion  titled  “Preseason  Practice  and  First  Date  of  Competition" 
and  adding  new  17.02.12,  page  177,  renumbering  subsequent 
sections,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17. _ Preseason  Practice  and  First  Date  of  Competition.  A 

member  institution  shall  not  commence  practice  sessions  or  play 
its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in 
each  segment  prior  to  the  following  dates: 

“17 _ Traditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II.  August  15  or  the  first  day  on  which  classes  are 
scheduled  in  the  institution's  fall  term,  whichever  date  occurs  first  Prac¬ 
tice  shall  not  begin  prior  to  the  date  that  permits 
a  maximum  of  21  permissible  practice  opportuni¬ 
ties  (see  17.02.12,  Proposal  No.  38-F)  prior  to  the 
first  scheduled  intercollegiate  game. 

“17.02.12  Practice  Opportunities.  In  determining  the  num¬ 
ber  of  practice  opportunities,  there  shall  be  counted  one 
for  each  day  beginning  with  the  opening  of  classes,  one 
for  each  day  classes  are  not  in  session  in  the  week  of  the 
first  scheduled  intercollegiate  contest  and  two  for  each 
other  day  in  the  preseason  practice  period. 

“17.02.12.1  Sunday.  Sundays  are  excluded  from  the 
counting. 

“17.02.12.2  Week.  The  *week’  of  the  first  scheduled  in¬ 
tercollegiate  contest  is  defined  as  the  six  days,  ex¬ 
cluding  Sunday,  preceding  the  date  of  competition 
(even  if  one  or  more  of  the  days  fall  into  different  tra¬ 
ditional  calendar  weeks). 

“17.02.12.3  Opening  Day  of  Classes.  The  'opening  day 
of  classes*  is  defined  as  the  first  day  of  classes  as  list¬ 
ed  in  the  member  institution’s  official  catalog.  Re¬ 
quired  freshman  orientation  is  not  considered  to  be 
the  opening  day  of  classes  for  the  academic  year.” 

G.  First  Date  of  Competition 

Intent:  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  to  specify  that  the  first  permissible  date 
of  competition  in  women’s  volleyball  is  September  1  or  the  Friday 
preceding  September  I  if  September  1  falls  on  Saturday,  Sunday 
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or  Monday,  and  to  establish  Sep^mber  J 
i.  Bylaws:  Ameiid  P®|®  cepT  basketball  (17,3). 

fSalftTvIlSh^^eyml)^ 

section  titled  “Preseason  Practice  and  v  irsi 

S,rpetitKach  sVpnent  prior  to  the  following  dates: 

«i7 _ 2.1  Traditional  Segment 

j.  I . .  iR  nr  the  first  day  on  which  classes  yt 

Sr//o  ,e",os«ie.«o's  M  iera,.  wbicaerw  da,e  occn  «  . 
September?." 

H  Maximum  Number  of  Contests  . 

‘"%tito;t“SiDws" 

H.  Amend  17^  through  17  21  pa^- 

s^rt  except  baslt^«  J  rellm 

Mlowfngtirnl^sTmvision^  I  and  II  institutional  (and 

lidnalsfudent-athlete)  limitations,  as  follo^^^^^  ^ 

‘^"'Mrium  Suon^InatHutio^h  A  m^f 

her  of  contests  (or  dates  P  j  -  {y  _ {annual  exem^'li 

(dates  of  competition)  excluded  under  17 - v  J 

tion): 


“Division  I  Sport 
“Baseball 

Cross  Country 
Fencing 
Field  Hockey 
Golf 

Gymnastics 
Ice  Hockey 
Lacrosse 


Current 
70  overall 
60  traditional 
9 
12 
22 
28 
15 
38 
19 


New 

56  overall 


Rifle 

Skiing 

Soccer 

Softball 

Swimming 

Tennis 


Track  and  Field 
Water  Polo 
Volleyball 


Wrestling 


14 

18 

22  traditional 

6  nontraditional 
60 
24 

30  overall 
10  ind.  singles  or 
doubles  tourneys 
24 

23 

38  overall 
32  traditional 
6  nontraditional 
21 


13 

16 

20  traditional 

5  nontraditional 
56 
20 

25  overall 
7  ind.  singles  or 
doubles  tourneys 

18 

21 

32  overall 
28  traditional 
4  nontraditional 
16 


“Division  II  Sport  Current  New 

“Baseball  70  overall  56  overall 

55  traditional 

Cross  Country  9  7 

Fencing  12  11 

Field  Hockey  19  19 

Football  11  11 

Golf  28  24* 

Gymnastics  15  12 

Ice  Hockey  32  32 

Lacrosse  19  17 

Rifle  14  13 

Skiing  14  14 

Soccer  22  traditional  20  traditional 

6  nontraditional  5  nontraditional 

Softball  60  56 

Swimming  20  16 

Tennis  30  overall  25  overall 

10  ind.  singles  or  7  ind.  singles  or 

doubles  tourneys  doubles  tourneys 
Track  and  Field  24  18 

Volleyball  30  traditional  28  traditional 

6  nontraditional  4  nontraditional 

Water  Polo  23  21 

Wrestling  20  16 

•“*AdditionaI  golf  restrictions  as  follows: 

“17.8.4.1  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member  in¬ 
stitution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  com- 
i  petition  in  the  sport  of  golf  during  the  permissible  golf  playing 
season  to  the  following  number  of  dates  of  competition,  except 
for  those  dates  of  competition  excluded  under  17.8.4.2: 

.  “(a)  Divisions  I  and  II — 28  24. 

*,  “17.8,4.1.1  Tournament  Limitations.  No  tourna¬ 

ment  (including  those  involving  ^college-am’  fund- 


New 

56  overall 

7 

11 

19 
11 
24* 

12 

32 

17 

13 

14 

20  traditional 

5  nontraditional 
56 
16 

25  overall 
7  ind.  singles  or 
doubles  tourneys 

18 

28  traditional 
4  nontraditional 

21 
16 
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raisers)  shall  exceed  three  days.” 

I.  Basketball — Maximum  Number  of  Contests 

Intent:  To  reduce  the  maximum  number  of  co^ests  or  d^es  of  com¬ 
petition  in  Divisions  1  and  II  basketball,  effective  with  the  1992- 
93  season,  from  28  to  27  instead  of  28  to  25  as  adopted  at  the 
1990  Convention, 

I.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.5.  pages  189-194,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
"17,3.5  Number  of  Contests. 

“17  3  5.1  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member 
institution  shall  limit  its  total  regular-season  playing  sched¬ 
ule  with  outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  basketball  m 
any  one  year  to  the  following  number  of  contests  (games  or 
scrimmages): 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II — 25  27. 

[17.3.5.1.1  and  17.3.5.1.2  unchanged.] 

“17  3  5  1.3  Maximum  Limitations — Student- Athlete.  An 
individual  student-athlete  may  participate  each  aca¬ 
demic  year  in  not  more  than  27  basketbml  contests 
in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  25  contests  in  Division  III. 
This  limitation  includes  those  contests  in  which  the  stu¬ 
dent  represents  the  institution  in  accordance  with 
17.02.7,  including  competition  as  a  member  of  the  varsi¬ 
ty  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution. 
Further,  an  individual  student-athlete  may  participate 
each  year  in  only  one  postseason  basketball  tournament 
as  a  member  of  the  institution’s  varsity,  junior  varsity 
or  freshman  team.” 

[Remainder  of  17.3.5  unchanged.] 

J.  Prohibition  Against  Outside  Competition 

Intent:  To  permit  the  application  of  the  Association;s  legislation  re¬ 
garding  outside  competition  on  a  division-by-division  basis  by 
changing  the  regulation  from  a  dominant  to  a  federated  provision. 

J.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.8,  pages  130-132.  by  deleting  the  current 
voting  requirement  (*)  and  substituting  a  federated  voting  re¬ 
quirement  (I/II/III). 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call! 

K.  Prohibition  Against  Outside  Competition — ^Divisions  I 
and  II 

Intent:  To  prohibit  student- athletes  from  competing  on  outside 
teams  during  the  academic  year  in  all  sports  other  than  basket¬ 
ball  in  Divisions  I  and  II. 

K.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.8.1  through  14.8.3,  pages  130-131,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
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“14  8  1  Outside  Competition,  Sports  Other  Than  Basketball 

“14.8.1.1  Divisions  I  and  II.  In  Divisions  I  a  stu- 

dent-athlete  in  any  sport  other  than 
narticipates  during  the  academic  year  as  a  member  of 
5ny  outside  team  in  any  noncoUegiate, 
petition  except  while  representing  the 
intercollegiate  competition  in  accord^ce  with  the 
oermissible  playing  season  in  that  sport  as  specified 
fn  Bylaw  17  becomes  ineligible  for  intercollegiate 
coinPition  in  that  apart  for  the  o' the 

year  and  for  the  next  academic  year  (see  14 AS  and 
14.8.6  for  exceptions  and  waivers). 

“14.8.1.2  Division  III— A  Division  III  student-athlete 
shall  be  denied  eligibility  for  intercolle^ate 
the  remainder  of  the  season  in  his  or  her  sport  (other  than 
basketball)  if,  following  enrollment  in  college  and  during 
any  year  in  which  the  student-athlete  is  a  member  of  an  m- 
?ercoUe^?e  squad  or  team,  he  or  she  competes  or  has  com¬ 
peted  afa  member  of  any  outside  team  exiSn 

amateur  competition  (e.g.,  tournament  play,  exhibition 
games  or  other  activity)  the  institution  s  intercoUe- 

giate  season  in  the  sport.  (See  14.8.5  and  14.8.  P 

tions  and  waivers.) 

[14.8.2  unchanged.] 

“14.8.3  Additional  Applications  of  Outside-Competition  Regu  a- 

tions.  Sports  Other  Than  Basketball 

[14.8.3.1  and  14.8.3.2  unchanged.] 

“14  8  3.3  Competition  Between  Seasons— Division  III.  It  an 
Division  III  institution  conducts  separate 
practice  or  plaving  seasons  in  a  sport,  it  is  permissible  for  a 
student-athlete  to  participate  in  that  sport  on  an  outside 
team  during  the  period  between  the  two  seasons  without  af¬ 
fecting  his  or  her  eligibility.” 

[Remainder  of  14.8.3  unchanged.]  r»  ♦ 

L.  Prohibition  Against  Coaching  Activities  With  Outside 

Teams 

Intent’  To  prohibit  any  coach  in  Divisions  I  and  II  from  being  in- 
‘“^oWed  a't  any  time  (e.g..  summer  or  academ  c  year)  as  a  coach, 
official  or  in  any  other  capacity  on  any  outside  team  that  m 
dudes  any  studlnt-athlete  with  eligibility 

in<5titution’s  team  in  that  sport  except  as  provided  under  14.8. o 
(which  allows  waivers  for  Pan  i^erican  S 

erning-body  national  team,  and  officially  recognized  state  and 
natioLl  multisport  events  sanctioned  by  the  Council)  and  17.23 
(foreign  tours). 

L  Bvlaws:  Amend  17.2  through  17.21.  pages  184-259.  for  each  in¬ 
dividual  sport  and  for  baseball,  softball  and  water  polo,  as 
lows: 
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[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  11,  divided  vote,  roll  calll 
“17 _ Other  Restrictions  *  -j 

^  Prohibition  Against  CoachingOuteide  Teams.  J 

snort  except  as  provided  under  14.8.6  and  i 

[Note:  Various  sections  under  several  sports  will  be  delete 
to  conform  to  this  new  provision.] 

M.  Summer  Practice  Prohibition  in  All  Sports 

Ml  ani  wa?e”  pL)  to  all  team  and  ind.vtdual  sports^ 

1  A  17  9  throueh  17  21,  pages  184-259,  for  baseball 
”■  ?/7l7*eo1SaU  a7i5rwaTer  p^^^  and  all  individua 

sioS'in  Division  I  by  deleting  existing  summer  practice  rules 

[Sl"o:i"*ions  i  and  .1,  divided  vote,  roll  call, 

•17.  Divisions  I  an^^ 

ontside  the  in- 

stitutionWecWdpia^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

or  fhill^ci^rsnpported  by  a  member  nst.tut.oa 
u  11^0  niohibited  during  the  summer  unless  specifi- 
eaUy  a7tCrixedt"lavvs  (e.g..  ” 

[hrLgh  official  interpretations  approved  by  the 

Council.” 

Coast  Lonierenc  -  „  Conference  all  11  members  of  the 

TtheloutrasTem  Conference  and  all  eight  members  of  the 
Sun  Belt  Conference.  r  t  rr  . 

Effective  Date:  Parts  A  through  H  and  Parts  J  through  L  effective 
"  August  1.  1991;  Part  I  effective  August  1,  1992. 

mme  time  “  academics  and  allow  them  to  enjoy  a  more  com. 
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plete  college  experience.  It  is  responsive  to  the  desires  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  but  flexible  enough  to  permit  intense  preparation 
for  high-level  athletics  competition. 

Action:  Adopted  as  amended  by  Proposal  Nos.  38-1,  38-2,  38-4,  38- 
10,  38-12,  38-15  and  38-17.  Parts  A-I  and  K-M  adopted  by  Divi¬ 
sion  1(299-28,  two  abstentions)  and  by  Division  11(166-24,  one 
abstention);  Part  J  adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II  (535-57,  three 
abstentions).  All  roll-call  votes. 


NO.  38-1  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

NONCOUNTABLE  ATHLETICALLY  RELATED 


A  rwm9T^^ 


Amend  Proposal  No.  38-B,  17.02.1.2.1,  as  follows; 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17.02.1.2.1  Gymnastics  and  Swimming  and  Diving  Exception.  A 
coach  may  be  present  during  voluntary  individual  workouts  in 
gymnastics  that  involve  the  use  of  gyrnnastics  equipment  in  the 
institution’s  gymnastics  facilities  or  in  swimming  and  diving 
when  the  student-athlete  uses  the  institution’s  swimming  or  div¬ 
ing  facilities  without  the  workouts  being  considered  countable. 
The  coach  may  spot  or  provide  safety  or  skill  instruction  during 
Wese  workouts  but  cannot  conduct  the  individual’s  workout.” 


Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (267-55,  two  abstentions)  and  by  Divi¬ 
sion  II  (151-26, 11  abstentions),  roll-call  votes. 


NO.  38-2  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

NONCOUNTABLE  ATHLETICALLY  RELATED 
ACTIVITIES 


Amend  Proposal  No.  38-B,  17.02.1.2.1,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
''17,02.1.2.1  Gymnastics  and  Swimming  and  Diving  Safety  Exception.  A 
coach  may  be  present  during  voluntary  individual  workouts  in 
p/ffinas//cs  that  'nvotve  the  use  of  gymnastics  equipment  in  the  institution 's  gymnastics 
taalities  or  m  swimming  and  diving  when  the  student-athlete  uses  thejnstitution's 
swimming  or  diving  facilities  the  institution’s  regular  practice  facil¬ 
ity  (without  the  workouts  being  considered  countable,  as  count¬ 
able  athletically  related  activities)  in  the  following  situa¬ 
tions,  and  the  coach  may  spot  or  provide  safety  instruction 
during  these  workouts: 

“(a)  Gymnastics— when  the  student-athlete  uses  gymnas¬ 
tics  equipment; 

“(b)  Swimming  and  diving — when  the  student-athlete  is 
engaged  in  swimming  and  diving; 

“(c)  Fencing— when  the  student-athlete  uses  fencing 
equipment; 

“(d)  Rifle — when  the  student-athlete  is  shooting; 

“(e)  Skiing — when  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in  ski- 
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ing,  and 

“(f)  TVack  and  field— when  the  student-athlete  is  engaged 
in  field  events.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (298-25,  one  abstention)  and  by  Divi¬ 
sion  II  (175-10,  eight  abstentions),  roll-call  votes. 

NO  38-3  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS —  . 

NONCOUNTABLE  ATHLETICALLY  RELATED 
ACTIVITIES 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-B,  17.02.1.2.1,  as  follows; 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17  02  1  2.1  Gymnastics  and  Swimming  and  Diving  Safety  Exception.  A 
coach  may  be  present  during  voluntary  individual  workouts  m 
gymnastics  that  involve  the  use  o1  gymnastics  equipment  in  the  institution  s  gymnastics 
faalities  or  in  swimming  and  diving  when  the  student-athlete  uses  the  institution's 
swimming  or  diving  fac, lilies  the  institution’s  reg^ar  practice  facil- 
itv  (without  the  workouts  being  considered  countable  as  count¬ 
able  athletically  related  activities)  in  the  following  situa¬ 
tions,  and  the  coach  may  spot  or  provide  safety  instruction 
during  these  workouts: 

“(a)  Gymnastics— when  the  student-athlete  uses  gymnas¬ 
tics  equipment; 

“(b)  Swimming  and  diving— when  the  student- athlete  is 
engaged  in  swimming  and  diving,  and 
“(c)  Track  and  field— when  the  student-athlete  is  engaged 
in  field  events  (excluding  the  long  jump  and  triple 
jump).” 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni¬ 
versity;  Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Houston;  Ohio 
State  University;  University  of  Pittsburgh;  University  of  Texas. 
Austin,  and  Texas  Christian  University. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  38-4  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

NONCOUNTABLE  ATHLETICALLY  RELATED 
ACTIVITIES 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-B,  17.02.1.2.1,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17  02  1.2.1  Gymnastics  and  Swimming  and  Diving  Safety  Exception.  A 
coach  may  be  present  during  voluntary  individual  workouts  in 
gymnastics  that  involve  the  use  of  gymnastics  equipment  in  the  institution's  gymnastics 
facilities  or  in  swimming  and  diving  when  the  student-athlete  uses  the  institution's 
swimming  or  diving  faalities  the  institution’s  regular  practice  faciI- 
itv  (without  the  workouts  being  considered  countable  as  count¬ 
able  athletically  related  activities)  in  the  following  situa- 
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tions,  and  the  coach  may  spot  or  provide  safety  instruction  dur¬ 
ing  these  workouts: 

“(a)  Gymnastics— when  the  student-athlete  uses  gymnas¬ 
tics  equipment; 

“(b)  Swimming  and  diving— when  the  student-athlete  is 
engaged  in  swimming  and  diving,  and 
“(c)  Water  Polo— when  the  student-athlete  is  engaged  in 
water  polo.” 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (249-54,  22  abstentions)  and  by  Divi¬ 
sion  II  (155-20,  18  abstentions),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  38-5  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— LENGTH 
OF  PLAYING  SEASON  (TEAM  SPORTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-D,  17. _ ,  as  follows; 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17, _ Length  of  Playing  Season.  The  length  of  an  institu¬ 

tion’s  total  playing  season  {traditional  and  nontradithnal  segments  combined) 
in  team  sports  except  basketball  and  football  shall  be  limited  to 
the  following; 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II— A  maximum  of  22  weeks  132  days,  ex¬ 
cept  that  competition  may  occur  only  in  19  weeks  of 
the  playing  season.” 

[Delete  remaining  references  in  NCAA  Manual  related  to  tradi¬ 
tional  and  nontraditional  segments  in  team  sports.] 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni¬ 
versity;  University  of  Houston;  Ohio  State  University;  Universi¬ 
ty  of  Oklahoma;  University  of  Pittsburgh;  University  of  Ten¬ 
nessee,  Knoxville;  University  of  Texas,  Austin,  and  Texas 
Christian  University. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (37-292)  and  by  Division  II  (10-182, 
one  abstention),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  38-6  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— LENGTH 
OF  PLAYING  SEASON  (TEAM  SPORTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-D,  17. _ ,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17. _ Length  of  Playing  Season.  The  length  of  an  institu¬ 

tion’s  total  playing  season  (traditional  and  nontraditional  segments  combined) 
in  team  sports  except  basketball  and  football  shall  be  limited  to 
the  following: 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II — A  maximum  of  22  weeks  132-day  season, 
which  may  consist  of  three  consecutive-day  segments 
and  may  exclude  only  the  time  between  segments;  re¬ 
quired  off  days  per  17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal  No.  38-E), 
and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination 
periods,  during  which  no  practice  shall  occur.” 
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[Delete  remaining  references  in  NCAA  Manual  related  to  tradi¬ 
tional  and  nontraditional  segments  in  team  sports.] 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Mgham 

versity;  University  of  Florida;  University  of  Houston;  Ohio  State 
University;  University  of  Oklahoma;  University  of  Pittsburgh, 
Stanford  University;  University  of  Texas,  Austin,  and  Texas 
Christian  University. 

Action:  Not  moved. 

NO  ^8-7  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— LENGTH 
NO.  38-7  P^^^^^^EASON  (INDIVIDUAL  SPORTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-D,  17. - ,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17 _ Length  of  Playing  Season.  The  len^h  of  an  institutions 

olaying  season  (traditional  and  nontraditional  segments  com¬ 
bined)  in  individual  sports  shall  be  limited  to  the  following; 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II— A  maximum  of  24  weeks. 

"17  .1  144-Day  Traditional/Nontraditional  Segment  Option  In  lieu  of  utilising 

the  l^eek  option,  an  institution  may  elect  in  an  individual  sport  to  divide  the 
season  into  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments,  the  total  of  which  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  144  consecutive  days,  which  may  exclude  only  required  off  days  per 
17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal  No.  38-E}.  offiaal  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination 
penods.  dunng  which  no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur,  and  the  Ume  be¬ 
tween  the  two  segments 

"j7. _ 2  144-Day  Traditional-Season  Option  In  lieu  of  utilizing  traditional  and 

nontraditional  segments,  the  total  of  which  may  not  exceed  24  weeks,  an  institu¬ 
tion  may  select  in  an  individual  sport  a  single  144-consecutive-day  traditior^l 
season,  which  may  exclude  only  required  off  days  per  1 7. 1.5  4  (see  Proposal  No. 
38-E)  and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination  periods,  during  which 
no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur. 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO  38-8  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— LENGTH 
NO.  38-8  (INDIVIDUAL  SPORTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-D,  17. - -  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“17_ _ Length  of  Playing  Season.  The  length  of  an  institution  s 

total  playing  season  (traditional  and  nontraditional  segments  combined^  in  in¬ 
dividual  sports  shall  be  limited  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II— A  maximum  of  24  weeks  144  days,  ex- 
cept  that  competition  may  occur  only  in  21  weeks  ot 
the  playing  season. 

“  j  7_  . }  i44.Day  Traditional/Nontradivonal  Segment  Option  In  lieu  of  utilizing 

the  24-week  option,  an  instifuhon  may  elect  m  an  individual  sport  to  divide  the 
season  into  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments,  the  total  of  which  shall  con¬ 
sist  of  144  consecutive  days,  which  may  exclude  only  required  off  days  per 
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17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal  No.  38-E).  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination 
periods,  dunng  which  no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur,  and  the  time  be¬ 
tween  the  two  segments 

^  ^  144-Day  Traditional-Season  Option.  In  lieu  of  utilizing  traditional  and 

nontraditional  segments,  the  total  of  which  may  not  exceed  24  weeks,  an  institu¬ 
tion  may  select  in  an  individual  sport  a  single  144-consecutive-day  traditional 
season,  which  may  exclude  only  required  off  days  per  1 7. 1.5.4  (see  Proposal  No. 
38  E)  and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination  periods,  during  which 
no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur” 

[Delete  remaining  references  in  NCAA  Manual  related  to  tradi¬ 
tional  and  nontraditional  segments  in  individual  sports.] 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni- 
versity.  University  of  Houston;  Ohio  State  University;  Universi¬ 
ty  of  Okl^oma;  University  of  Pittsburgh;  Southern  Illinois  Uni- 
versity,  Carbondale;  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville- 
University  of  Texas,  Austin,  and  Texas  Christian  University. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  38-9  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— LENGTH 
OF  PLAYING  SEASON  (INDIVIDUAL  SPORTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-D,  17. _ .2,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

144-Day  Traditional-Season  Option.  In  lieu  of  utiliz¬ 
ing  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments,  the  total  of  which 
may  not  exceed  24  weeks,  an  institution  may  select  in  an  indi¬ 
vidual  sport  a  single  144-consecuf/ve.day  traditional  season,  which 
niay  consist  of  three  segments  (each  consisting  of  consec* 
utive  days)  and  which  may  exclude  only  the  time  between 

off  days  per  17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal 
.  <^-1:/),  and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final -examination 
penods,  dunng  which  no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur.” 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni- 
versity;  Un^ersity  of  Florida;  University  of  Houston;  Indiana 
University,  Bloomington;  University  of  Oklahoma;  University  of 
Pittsburgh:  University  of  Southern  California;  Southern  Illinois 
University,  Carbondale;  Stanford  University;  University  of 
lexas,  Austin,  and  Texas  Christian  University, 

Action:  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  38-10. 

NO.  38-10  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— LENGTH 
OF  PLAYING  SEASON  (INDIVIDUAL  SPORTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-D,  17. _ .2,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II.  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

144-Day  Traditional -Season  Option.  In  lieu  of  utiliz¬ 
ing  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments,  the  total  of  which 
may  not  exceed  24  weeks,  an  institution  may  select  in  an  indi¬ 
vidual  sport  a  single  IM-consecuuve-day  traditional  season,  which 
may  consist  of  two  segments  (each  consisting  of  consecu- 
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tive  days)  and  which  may  exclude  only  the  time  between 
these  segments;  required  off  days  per  17.1.5.4  (see  Proposal 
No.  38-E),  and  official  vacation,  holiday  and  final-examination 
periods,  during  which  no  practice  or  competition  shall  occur.” 

Source:  Brigham  Young  University;  Davidson  College;  Furman  Uni¬ 
versity;  University  of  Georgia;  Indiana  University,  Bloomington; 
Kansas  State  University;  Memphis  State  University;  University 
of  New  Mexico;  New  Mexico  State  University;  University  of 
Pennsylvania;  San  Diego  State  University;  Southwest  Baptist 
University;  University  of  Texas,  Austin;  West  Virginia  Universi¬ 
ty;  University  of  Utah,  and  Yale  University. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (308-16,  two  abstentions)  and  by  Divi¬ 
sion  II  ( 180-9,  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  38-11  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

WEEKLY  HOUR  LIMITS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-E,  17.1.5.2,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call  I 
“17.1.5.2  Weekly  Hour  Limitations— Outside  of  Playing  Season. 
Outside  of  the  playing  season,  only  a  student-athlete’s  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  countable  athletically  related  activities  specified  m 
1 7.02.  i.i-(c}  and  17.02 1.1 -(d)  [see  Proposal  No.  38-B]  shall  be  permitted  a 
student-athlete's  participation  in  such  activities  shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum 
of  eight  hours  per  week  and  participation  in  competition  is 
not  permissible. 

“17.1.5.2.1  Team-Sport  Restriction.  Student-athletes 
participating  in  team  sports  outside  of  the  playing 
season  shall  be  limited  to  weight-training  and  condi¬ 
tioning  activities  specified  in  17.02.1.1-(c)  and 
17.02.1. l-(d).” 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Brigham  Young  Uni¬ 
versity;  Colorado  State  University;  University  of  Houston;  Ohio 
State  University;  University  of  Oklahoma;  University  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh;  Southern  Illinois  University,  Carbondale;  University  of 
Tennessee,  Knoxville;  University  of  Texas,  Austin,  and  Texas 
Christian  University. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (26-299,  five  abstentions)  and  by  Di¬ 
vision  II  (13-177,  two  abstentions),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  38-12  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS- 
MISSED  CLASS  TIME 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-E  by  deleting  17.1.5.5.2,  renumbering  subse¬ 
quent  section,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

*‘17.1.5.5.2  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional  Segment  No  class  time  shall  be 
missed  for  practice  or  competition  acli\nties  in  the  nontraditional  segment,  even  if  the 
team  is  invdved  in  an  away-from-home  contest  ” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference;  University  of 
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Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Louisiana  State  University,  and  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (286-43)  and  by  Division  II  (169-23). 

NO.  38-13  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

MISSED  CLASS  TIME 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-E,  17.1.5.5.2,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17.1.5.5.2  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional  Segment.  No 
class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  or  competition  activities 
in  the  nontraditional  segment,  even  if  the  team  is  involved  in  an 
away-from-home  contest,  except  to  participate  in  not  more 
than  two  conference  or  open  championships.” 

Source:  Adelphi  University;  American  International  College;  Boston 
University;  Canisius  College;  Fairleigh  Dickinson  University, 
Teaneck;  University  of  Hartford;  Lock  Haven  University  of 
Pennsylvania;  University  of  New  Haven,  and  Sacred  Heart  Uni¬ 
versity. 

Action:  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  38-12. 

NO.  38-14  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

MISSED  CLASS  TIME 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-E,  17.1.5.5.2,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“17>1. 5.5.2  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional  Segment.  No 
class'  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  or  competition  activities 
in  the  nontraditional  segment,  even  if  the  team  is  involved  in  an 
away-from-home  contest,  except  for  student-athletes  com¬ 
peting  in  their  ofHcial  conference  championships.” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 

Action:  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No,  38-12. 

NO.  38-15  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 
PRESEASON  PRACTICE  AND  FIRST- 
CONTEST  DATES  (NONTRADITIONAL 
SEGMENTS) 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-G,  17. _ ,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  1  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“)7. _ Preseason  Practice  and  First  Date  of  Competition.  In  all 

sports  except  football,  basketball,  women’s  volleyball  and  ice 
hockey,  a  member  institution  shall  not  commence  practice  ses¬ 
sions  or  play  its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside 
competition  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  following  dates: 

“17. _ .2.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II —  September  7  (subject  to  presea¬ 
son  practice  provisions  set  forth  in  Proposal  No. 
38.F). 
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“17. _ .2.2  Nontraditional  Segment 

“(a)  Divisions  I  and  II— September  7. 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (316-7,  one  abstention)  and  by  Divi¬ 
sion  11  (186-7,  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote. 

NO  38*16  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— OUTSIDE 
TEAM  EXCEPTION 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-K,  14.8.1.1,  as  follovi^s: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote,  roll  calll 
“14.8.1  Outside  Competition,  Sports  Other  Than  Basketball 

“14.8.1.1  Divisions  I  and  II.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  a  student- 
athlete  in  any  sport  other  than  basketball  who  participates 
during  the  academic  year  as  a  member  of  any  outside  team 
in  any  noncollegiate,  amateur  competition  except  while  rep¬ 
resenting  the  institution  in  intercollegiate  competition  in 
cordance  with  the  permissible  playing  season  in  that  sport 
as  specified  in  Bylaw  17  becomes  ineligible  for  '"tercolle- 
giate  competition  in  that  sport  for  the  reinainder  of  the  year 
and  for  the  next  academic  year  (see  14.8.1.1.1,  14.8.5  and 
14.8.6  for  exceptions  and  waivers). 

“14  8  1.1.1  Exception.  Student-athletes  from  mem¬ 
ber  institutions  that  do  not  sponsor  nontradition* 
al  seasons  may  participate  as  members  of  noncol¬ 
legiate  outside  teams  (outside  of  the  traditional 
season),  provided: 

“(a)  The  number  of  student-athletes  from  a  mem¬ 
ber  institution  on  an  outside  team  does  not 
exceed  the  limits  set  forth  in  17.23.2,  and^ 

“(b)  A  student-athlete’s  combined  participation  in 
collegiate  and  noncollegiate  outside  team  ac¬ 
tivities  does  not  exceed  a  total  of  22  weeks  (in 
team  sports)  or  24  weeks  (in  individual 
sports)  during  the  academic  year.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (77-246,  three  abstentions)  and  by 
Division  II  (56-138,  one  abstention),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  38-17  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 
COACHING  OUTSIDE  TEAMS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  38-L,  17. - ,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  11,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

“j7_ _ Prohibition  Against  Coaching  Outside  Teams. 

“17.  .1  Team  Sports.  In  team  sports,  wno  member  of 

the' coaching  staff  of  a  Division  I  or  II  member  institution 
may  be  involved  in  any  capacity  (e.g.,  coach,  official)  at  any 
time  (i.e.,  during  the  academic  year,  vacation  periods  and 
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summer)  with  an  outside  team  that  involves  any  student- 
athlete  with  eligibility  remaining  from  that  institutions 
team  in  that  sport  except  as  provided  under  14.8.b  and 
17.23. 

«17. _ .2  Individual  Sports.  In  individual  sports,  no 

member  of  the  coaching  staff  of  a  Division  I  or  II 
member  institution  may  be  involved  in  any  capacity 
(e.g.,  coach,  official)  during  the  academic  year  (in¬ 
cluding  vacation  periods  during  the  academic 
with  an  outside  team  that  involves  any  student-ath- 
lete  with  eligibility  remaining  from  the  institutions 
team  in  that  sport  except  as  provided  under  14.».b 
and  17.23.” 

[Note:  Various  sections  under  several  sports  will  be  deleted 
to  conform  to  this  new  provision.] 

Source:  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville;  Univwsity  of  Florida; 
University  of  Houston;  University  of  Maryland,  Baltimore  Coun¬ 
ty  Ohio  State  University;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Univer^^  of 
Pittsburgh;  University  of  Southern  California;  UnivCTSity 
nessee,  Knoxville;  University  of  Texas,  Austin,  and  Texas  Chris¬ 
tian  University. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (298-29.  one  abstention)  and  by  Divi¬ 
sion  II  (183-13),  roll-call  votes. 

NO.  39  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASON&- 
DIVISION  III 

[Note:  In  order  to  assist  members  in  following  the  intent  of  the  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  changes  in  this  proposal,  an  intent  statement  has 
been  included  at  the  beginning  of  each  subsection  and  the  proposal  is 
presented  in  a  nontraditional  format.] 

A.  Definition  of  Playing  Season 

Intent:  To  specify  that  the  playing  season  is  the  only  time  within 
which  Division  III  member  institutions  are  permitted  to  conduct 
countable  “athletically  related  activities. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.10  by  adding  new  17.02.10.1,  page  176, 
and  17.1.1  by  adding  new  17.1.1.1,  page  178,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17.02.10.1  Playing  Season — Athletically  Related  Activi¬ 
ties.  The  playing  (i.e.,  practice  and  competition) 
for  a  particular  sport  is  the  only  time  within  which  D*vi- 
sion  III  member  institutions  are  permitted  to  conduct 
countable  athletically  related  activities  (see  17.02^.1, 
Proposal  No.  39-B),  except  as  set  forth  in  17.1.5.2  (see  Pro¬ 
posal  Nos.  39-G  and  39-H). 

“17.1.1.1  Playing  Season— Athletically  Related  Activities. 
The  playing  (i.e.,  practice  and  competition)  season  ® 
particular  sport  is  the  only  time  within  which  Division  III 
member  institutions  are  permitted  to  conduct  countable 
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athletically  related  activities  (see  17.02.1.1,  Proposal  No. 
39-B),  except  as  set  forth  in  17.1.5.2  (see  Proposal  Nos.  39- 
G  and  39-H).” 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (239-18),  as  amended  by  No.  39-8, 
roll-call  vote. 

B.  Definition  of  Athletically  Related  Activities 

Intent:  To  define  the  “athletically  related  activities”  that  must  be 
counted  against  the  new  daily  and  weekly  time  limitations  speci¬ 
fied  under  Proposal  No.  39-D  for  Division  III  member  institu¬ 
tions. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02  by  adding  new  17.02.1,  page  175,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17.02.1  Athletically  Related  Activity.  The  following  are 
considered  ‘athletically  related  activities’  and  must  be 
counted  against  the  daily  and  weekly  time  limitations 
specified  under  17.1.5.1  (see  17.1.5.1,  Proposal  No.  39-p): 
“17.02.1.1  Countable  Athletically  Related  Activities. 
The  following  are  considered  countable  athletically 
related  activities: 

“(a)  Practice  as  specified  in  17.02.1.1; 

“(b)  Competition; 

“(c)  Required  weight-training  and  conditioning  activ¬ 
ities  held  at  the  direction  of  or  supervised  by  an 
institutional  staff  member; 

“(d)  Participation  in  a  physical-fitness  class_conduct- 
ed  by  a  member  of  the  athletics  staff  as  specified 
in  17.02.11. 2-(b); 

“(e)  Film  or  videotape  reviews  of  athletics  jpractices 
or  contests  required,  supervised  or  monitored  by 
institutional  staff  members; 

“(f)  Required  participation  in  camps,  clinics  or  work¬ 
shops; 

“(g)  Meetings  initiated  by  coaches  or  other  institu¬ 
tional  staff  members  on  atbleticadly  related  mat¬ 
ters; 

“(h)  Individual  workouts  required  or  supervised  by  a 
member  of  the  coaching  staff,  except  in  the  sports 
of  gymnastics  and  swimming/diving,  as  set  forth 
in  17.02.1.2.1,  or 

“(i)  On-court  or  on-field  activities  called  by  any  mem¬ 
ber  or  members  of  a  team  and  confined  prunarily 
to  members  of  that  team  that  are  considered  as 
requisite  for  participation  in  that  sport  (e.g.,  cap¬ 
tain’s  practices). 

“17.02.1.2  Noncountable  Athletically  Related  Activi¬ 
ties.  TTie  following  are  considered  noncountable  ath- 
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letically  related  activities  and  are  not  counted  in  the 
weekly  or  daily  time  limitations  specified  under 
17.1.5.1  (see  Proposal  Nos.  39-C  and  39-D): 

“(a)  Training-table  or  competition-related  meals; 

“(b)  Physical  rehabilitation; 

“(c)  Dressing,  showering  or  taping; 

“(d)  Athletics  department  academic  study  hall  or  tu¬ 
toring  sessions; 

“(e)  Meetings  with  coaches  on  nonathletics  matters; 
“(f)  Travel  to  and  from  practice  and  competition; 

“(g)  Medical  examinations  or  treatments; 

“(h)  Participation  in  regular  physical  education  class¬ 
es,  with  or  without  credit,  that  are  listed  in  the 
institution’s  catalog  and  open  to  all  students,  ex¬ 
cept  as  noted  in  17.02.11. l-(h); 

“(i)  Voluntary  individual  workouts,  provided  these 
workouts  are  not  required  or  supervised  by 
coaching  staff  members,  except  that  such  activi¬ 
ties  may  be  monitored  for  safety  purposes  by  the 
institution’s  strength  and  conditioning  personnel, 
or 

“(j)  Individual  consultation  with  a  coaching  staff 
member  initiated  voluntarily  by  a  student-ath¬ 
lete,  provided  the  coach  and  the  student-athlete 
do  not  engage  in  athletically  related  activities. 
“17.02.1.2.1  Gymnastics  and  Swimming  and  Diving 
Exception.  A  coach  may  be  present  during  volun¬ 
tary  individual  workouts  in  gymnastics  that  in¬ 
volve  the  use  of  gymnastics  equipment  in  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  gymnastics  facilities  or  in  swimming 
and  diving  when  the  student-athlete  uses  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  swimming  or  diving  facilities  without 
the  workouts  being  considered  countable.  The 
coach  may  spot  or  provide  safety  instruction  dur¬ 
ing  these  workouts.” 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (210-53,  one  abstention),  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  No.  39-8,  roll-call  vote. 

C.  Required  Day  Off — ^Traditional  Segment 

Intent:  To  specify  that  all  countable  athletically  related  activities  in 
the  sports  of  football  and  basketball  and  during  the  traditional 
segments  in  all  other  sports  shall  be  prohibited  during  one  cal¬ 
endar  day  per  week. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.11.1.1,  page  177,  and  amend  17.1  by 
adding  new  17.1.5,  page  179,  renumbering  subsequent  sections, 
as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“1702.11.1.1  Institutional  Determination.  The  duration  and  distribution  of  these  activi- 
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ftos  an  any  day  are  to  be  determ<r,ed  by  the  ,nst,tutlon  Itself.  sub,ect  to  contrcm^ 
lation  by  L  Lference  or  s/m,/ar  organ, za^on^  of^  wh.ch  the  msutauon  ,s  a  member 

“17.1.5  Required  Days  Off— Division  III 

“17  15  1  Football  and  Basketball  and  Traditional  Sep 
minu  in  brother  Sports.  All  countoblo  alhletical  y 
stated  activities  shall  be  prohibited  danng  one  cj- 
endar  day  per  week  in  the  sports  of  football 
ketball  and  during  the  traditional  segments  m  all 
other  sports.” 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (230-34  one  abstention),  as  amend- 
ed  by  Nos.  39-1  and  39-8.  roll-call  vote. 

D.  Required  Days  Off-Nontraditional  Segment 
Intent-  To  specify  that  all  countable  athletically  '‘plated  activitie^s 
during  the  nontraditional  segments  in  all  sports  sball  be  protnb- 
ited  during  three  calendar  days  per  week. 

D  Bylaws;  Amend  17.02.11.1.1,  page  177,  and  amend  171  by 
adding  new  17.1.5,  page  179,  renumbering  subsequent  secUnns. 

as  follows: 

(Division  III  only,  roll  call) 

-17  0211  11  Institvvonal  Determ, nabon.  The  duration  and  distnbuuon  oHheseac^- 
«s  on  Iw  day  are  »  Oe  de,e™ned  Sy  rie  .n,«,n,.on  ,Ke«,  snt,eo,  ,o  ndadW 
tat, on  by  L  conference  or  similar  organization  of  which  the  institution  is  a  member 

“17.1.5  Required  Days  Off — Division  III 

“17.1.6.1  Nontraditional  Segments.  All  countable  ath¬ 
letically  related  activities  shall  be  prohibited  dunng 
three  days  per  week  during  the  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ments  in  all  sports. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  III  dH-l.f.  abstentions),  at 
amended  by  Nos.  39-1  and  39-8.  roll-call  vote. 

E  Missed  Class  Time— Traditional  Segment 

Intent-  To  specify  that  no  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  ac- 
*  Svities  during  the  traditional  segment,  except  in  conjunction 
with  an  away-from-home  contest. 

F  Bvlaws;  Amend  17.02.11.1.1,  page  177,  and  amend  17  1  by 
adding  new  17.1.5.  page  179.  renumbering  subsequent  sections 

as  follows: 

(Division  HI  only,  roll  call) 

-1702tl  ti  institutional  Determination.  The  duration  and  distribution  ot  th^e  am 

ue  fm  Ly  day  ar,  ,o  d.  d«a,™.ad  dy  -da  -da..d-«,d  «««.  snd/aa ,» 

I«»d  dy  L  aod-eraoca  d-  smls,  o-sa-vtaddd  ol  »da.  -da  .dsdldddd  .s  a  -da««. 

“17.1.5  Missed  Class  Time— Division  III 

“17  1.5.1  Missed  Class  Time  for  P^^actice  Actmtiej 
--Footban  and  Basketball  and  Traditional  Segmente 
in  All  Other  Sports.  In  the  sports  of  football  and 
ketball  and  during  the  traditional  segments  in  all 
other  sports,  no  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  prac 
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tice  activities  except  when  a  team  is  traveling  to  an 
away-from-home  contest  and  the  practice  is  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  contest.” 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (172-87,  four  abstentions),  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-1  and  39-8,  roll-call  vote. 

F.  Missed  Class  Time — Nontraditional  Segment 

Intent:  To  specify  that  no  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  or 
competition  during  the  nontraditional  segments  m  all  sports. 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.02.11.1.1,  page  177,  and  amend  17.1  by 
adding  new  17.1.5,  page  179,  renumbering  subsequent  sections, 
as  follows: 

I  Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

"17.02  11.11  Institutional  Determination.  The  duration  and  distnbution  of  these  activi- 
Ves  on  any  day  are  to  be  determined  by  the  institution  itself,  sub/ect  to  controlling  legis¬ 
lation  by  the  conference  or  similar  organization  of  which  the  institution  is  a  member. 

“17.1.5  Missed  Class  Time — Division  III 

“17.1.5.1  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional  Seg¬ 
ment.  No  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  or 
competition  activities  in  the  nontraditional  segment, 
even  if  the  team  is  involved  in  an  away-from-home 
contest.” 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  HI  (33-228,  three  abstentions),  as 
amended  by  Nos.  39-1,  39-2  and  39-8. 

G.  Athletically  Related  Activities  Between  Terms 

Intent:  To  specify  that  limitations  on  athletically  related  activities 
do  not  apply  in  periods  between  academic  terms  when  classes 
are  not  in  session. 

G.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1  by  adding  new  17.1.5.2,  page  179,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

(Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17.1.5.2  Athletically  Related  Activities  Between  Terms — 
Division  111.  Limitations  on  athletically  related  activities 
occurring  during  the  academic  year  do  not  apply  in  periods 
between  academic  terms  when  classes  are  not  in  session.” 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III,  as  amended  by  No.  39-8  (263-2),  roll- 
call  vote. 

H.  Athletically  Related  Activities — Final-Examination 
Periods 

Intent:  To  specify  that  limitations  on  athletically  related  activities 
apply  during  final-examination  periods. 

H.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1  by  adding  new  17.1.5.2,  page  179,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

(Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17.1.5.2  Athletically  Related  Activities  During  Final-Ex¬ 
amination  Periods — Division  III.  Limitations  on  athleti¬ 
cally  related  activities  apply  during  final-examination  pe- 
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nods  and  during  all  official  preparatory  periods  leading 
to  final-examination  periods." 

Action:  Not  moved. 

I.  First  Date  of  Competition 

Tn  snorts  Other  than  football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey, 

*  specify  tLt^  Division  III  member  institution  shall  ^ 

first  contest  with  outside  competition  m  each  segment  (tradi- 
tional  and  nontraditional)  pnor  to  September  7. 

T  Bvlaws*  Amend  17.2  through  17.21,  pages  184-255,  for  each 

'•  fp=^rt  ex«pT  basketball  (17,3),  'pra^'a 

(17.10)  by  amending  the  respective  sections  titkd  Preseason 

Practice  mid  First  Date  of  Competition,  as  follows. 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17  _ First  Date  of  Competition.  In 

football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey,  a  member 
not  Wy  its  first  contest  (game  or  scnmmage)  vath  outside  com- 
petition  in  each  segment  pnor  to  the  following  dates. 

“j7, _ .2.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(b)  Division  III.  August  IS  September  7. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  III  (83-181,  four  abstentions),  as  ! 
amended  by  Nos.  39-5  and  39-8. 

J.  First  Contest— Football 

Intent:  lb  specify  that  a  Division  III  member 

oiav  its  first  contest  with  outside  competition  in  football  pnor  k 
fteFtidarorS^urday  10  weeks  before  the  first  round  otthi 
NCAA  Division  III  Football  Championship. 

J.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.3.  page  206.  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call! 

“17  7  3  First  Contest.  A  Division  III  member  institution  shall 
not  play  its  first  contest  (game  or  scrimmage)  with 
peuSon  in  football  prior  to  S 

game  both  sponsored  by  the  Navonal  Association  of  Collegiate  , 

and  played  In^  weeK  pnor  to  the  beginning  of  the  regular  playing  season  m  foalOal. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (184-28,  45  abstentions),  as  amended 
by  Nos.  39-6  and  39-8,  roll-call  vote. 

K.  Preseason  Practice  Opportunities— Traditional  FaU 
Segment 

Intent-  In  Division  HI.  to  establish  August  24  or  the  first  day  of 
classes  whichever  is  earlier,  as  the  starting  date  for  P^jaetjee  m 
all  sports  that  conduct  NCAA  championships  during  the  tradi- 
tional  fall  playing  season  (except  football). 

1991  Cmvenlion  Proceeding 


A-82 


K.  Bylaws;  Amend  17.2  through  17.21,  pages  184-255,  for  each 
sport  that  conducts  an  NCAA  championship  during  the  tradi¬ 
tional  fall  playing  season,  except  football  (17,7),  by  amending  the 
respective  section  entitled  “Preseason  Practice,”  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17 - Preseason  Practice.  A  member  institution  shall  not  com¬ 

mence  practice  sessions  in  each  segment  prior  to  the  following 
dates: 

“17 _ Traditional  Segment 

“(b)  Division  III — August  15  Practice  shall  not  begin  prior 
to  August  24  or  the  first  day  of  classes,  whichever 
occurs  earlier." 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  HI  (214-52,  one  abstention),  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  No.  39-8. 

L.  Preseason  Practice  Opportunities — ^Football 

Intent:  To  reduce  from  29  to  27  the  number  of  preseason  practice  op¬ 
portunities  in  Division  III  football. 

L.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.2.1,  page  205,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17.7.2  Preseason  Practice 

“17.7.2.1  First  Practice  Date.  A  Division  III  member  insti¬ 
tution  shall  not  commence  official  preseason  football  prac¬ 
tice  sessions,  for  the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman 
team,  prior  to  the  date  that  will  permit  a  maximum  of  29  27 
‘practice  opportunities’  prior  to  its  first  scheduled  intercolle¬ 
giate  game  (see  17.02.12).  except  as  provided  for  student-athletes  who 
are  first-Ume  participants  in  Divisions  l-A  and  l-AA  (see  17.7  2  2)." 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  HI  (193-11,  40  abstentions),  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  No.  39-8,  roll -cal  I  vote. 

M.  Maximum  Number  of  Contests 

Intent:  To  reduce  the  maximum  numbers  of  contests  or  dates  of  com¬ 
petition  in  all  Division  III  sports. 

M.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.2  through  17.21,  pages  184-259,  for  each 
sport  by  amending  the  respective  section  titled  “Maximum  Con¬ 
tests”  to  reflect  the  following  changes  in  Division  III  institution¬ 
al  (and  individual  student-athlete)  limitations,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17. _ Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member  institu¬ 

tion  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  competition 
during  the  permissible  playing  season  to  the  following  number  of 
contests  (or  dates  of  competition),  except  for  those  contests  (dates 

of  competition)  excluded  under  17 _ (annual  exemption): 

“Division  III  Sport  Current  New 

“Baseball  50  overall  45  overall 

40  traditional  36  traditional 
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Basketball 
Cross  Country 
Fencing 
Field  Hockey 
Football 

Golf 

Gymnastics 

Ice  Hockey 

Lacrosse 

RiHe 

Skiing 

Soccer 

Softball 


11  (including  not  more  10  overall 
than  10  games) 

22  (men) 


28  (women) 

15 

28 

19 

14 

18 

22  traditional 
6  nontraditional 
50 


Swimming 

Tennis 


Track  and  Field 
Volleyball,  Men’s 

Volleyball,  Women’s 


Water  Polo 
Wrestling 


20*  (men) 

24*  (women) 

13 

25 

17 
13 
16 

20  traditional 
5  nontraditional 
45  overall 
36  traditional 
16 

22  overall 

3  ind.  singles  or 
doubles  tourneys 

18 

32  overall 
28  traditional 

4  nontraditional 
27  overall 

22  traditional 

5  nontraditional 
21 

16 


18 

24  overall 
4  ind.  singles  or 
doubles  tourneys 

22 

38  overall 
32  traditional 
6  nontraditional 
30  overall 
24  traditional 
6  nontraditional 

23 
20 

“*Additional  golf  restrictions  as  follows; 

“17  8  4  1  Maximum  Limitations— Institutiorral.  A  member 
institution  shall  limit  its  total  playirig  schedule  with  outside 
competition  in  the  sport  of  golf  during 
playing  season  to  the  following  number  of  dates  of  competi¬ 
tion,  except  for  those  dates  of  competition  excluded  under 
17.8.4.2: 

“(b)  Division  III— 22  20  men 

28  24  women 

“17.8.4. 1*1  Tournament  Limitations.  No  tourna¬ 
ment  (including  those  involving  ‘college-am’  fund¬ 
raisers)  shall  exceed  three  days.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  L  1991. 

Rationale:  While  the  NCAA  research  on  time  demands  on  studenb 
athletes  was  not  aimed  at  the  Division  HI  student-athlete,  it  is 
believed  that  Division  HI  student-athletes  still  ^  ' 

lowed  time  off  from  required  practice  activities  during  the  tradi¬ 


tional  and  nontraditional  segments,  and  that  the  amount  of 
class  time  missed  for  athletically  related  activitip  in  Division 
III  should  be  limited.  The  amendments  contained  in  this  propos¬ 
al  would  accomplish  this  goal  while  also  allowing  Division  III 
student-athletes  to  spend  adequate  time  preparing  for  and  par- 
ticipating  in  intercollegiate  athletics  competition.  Housing  and 
feeding  teams  that  come  to  campus  prior  to  the  start  of  classes 
for  the  regular  fall  term  is  a  considerable  expense.  By  delaying 
the  start  of  the  traditional  fall  playing  season  and  reducing  the 
number  of  football  practice  opportunities.  Division  HI  member 
institutions  should  achieve  significant  cost  savings  through  the 
adoption  of  this  legislation. 

Action;  Adopted  by  Division  HI  (240-26,  one  abstention),  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  No.  39-8,  roll-call  vote. 


NO.  39-1  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

DIVISION  III— NONTRADITIONAL-SEGMENT 


Amend  Proposal  No.  39-C,  D,  E  and  F  by  adding  new  17.1.5.1.1,  as 
follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17,1.5,1.1  Nontraditional-Segment  Exception.  An  institu¬ 
tion  that  schedules  50  percent  or  more  of  its  contests  or 
dates  of  competition  in  the  nontraditional  segment  may 
elect  to  utilize  the  regulations  applicable  to  the  tradition¬ 
al  segment  as  set  forth  in  39-0  and  39-E.  i^i  institution 
that  elects  to  use  this  exception  must  utilize  the  provi¬ 
sions  in  39-D  and  39-F  (normally  applicable  to  the  nontra¬ 
ditional  segment)  during  the  traditional  segment. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  HI  (242-22.  one  abstention)  roll-call 
vote. 


NO.  39-2  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 


Amend  Proposal  No.  39-F,  17.1,5.1,  as  follows: 

[Division  HI  only,  roll  call] 

“17  1.5.1  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional  Segment.  No 
class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  or  competition  activities 
in  the  nontraditional  segment,  even  if  the  team  is  involved  in  an 
away-from-home  contest,  except  to  participate  in  not  more 
than  two  conference  or  open  championships.” 

Source:  Bates  College.  Bowdoin  College,  Connecticut  Colkge, 
Hamilton  College,  Middlebury  College,  Skidmore  College,  Irini- 
ty  College  (Connecticut)  and  Wesleyan  University 
Action:  Adopted  by  Division  HI  (193-65.  six  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 


A-85 


A-84 


1991  Convent  im  Proceeding 


iegixlative  Proposals 


NO  39-3  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASOI^ 

NO.  39-3  in._MISSED  CLASS  TIME 

Amend  Proposal  No.  39-F,  17.1.5.1,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17  15  1  Missed  Class  Time  in  Nontraditional  Segment.  No 

ference  championship  tournament. 

lege,  and  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology. 

Action:  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  39-2. 

NO.39.4 

Amend  Proposal  No.  39-H  by  deleting  17.1.5.2  as  follows: 

(Division  III  only,  roll  call) 

“ ,  7 , 5  ?  Amleucally  Related  Activ.Ues  During  F,nal-Examinat,on  Penods-D<v,smW 

iZLZ^cn  a«.L«y 

during  all  oflldal  preparatory  periods  leading  to  (inal-examinalion  periods. 

Source;  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Action;  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  39-2. 

NO.  39.5 

Amend  Proposal  No.  39-1,  17. - ,  as  fo^ows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17  First  Date  of  Competition.  In  all  other  sports  except 
u  1  11  irp  hockev  a  member  institution  shall 

“17  .2.1  Traditional  Segment 

“(b)  Division  III.  Games— September  7,  and  Practice 
Scrimmages— August  24.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (256-12), 

MO  39  e  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASON^FIRST 

NO.  39.6  P^g^T^IVisION  III  FOOTBALL 

Amend  Proposal  No.  39-J.  17.7.3.,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call  1 

^roihVfirlrrouKr*^^^^^ 

onship." 
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Source:  Dickinson  College;  Fairleigh  Dickinson  University,  Madi- 
son;  Franklin  and  Marshall  College;  Gettysburg  College;  Johns 
Hopkins  University;  Lebanon  Valley  College;  Lycoming  College, 
Muhlenberg  College;  Susquehanna  University;  Ursinus  College, 
and  Widener  University. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (161-57,  37  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO  39-7  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS— 

NO.  39  III_MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF 

CONTESTS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  39-M,  17. - as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“17  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member  insti¬ 
tution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  compe¬ 
tition  during  the  permissible  playing  season  to  the  following 
number  of  contests  (or  dates  of  competition),  except  for  those 

contests  (dates  of  competition)  excluded  under  17. - (annual 

exemption): 

“Division  III  Sport  Current  New 

“Football  11  (including  overall 

not  more  than  11  (including  not 

10  games)  more  than  10  games) 

[Remainder  of  17. _ unchanged.) 

Source:  Dickinson  College;  Fairleigh  Dickinson  University,  Madi¬ 
son;  Franklin  and  Marshall  College;  Gettysburg  College;  Johns 
Hopkins  University;  Lebanon  Valley  College;  Lycoming  College, 
Muhlenberg  College;  Susquehanna  University;  Ursinus  College, 
and  Widener  University. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  III  (80-149.  27  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO  39-8  PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS- 
DIVISION  III 

Amend  Proposal  No.  39,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only,  roll  call] 

“Effective  Date:  August  i,  1991  August  1,  1992. 

Source;  Brandeis  University,  Camegie-Mellon  University,  Univ^s^ 
ty  of  Chicago,  Emory  University,  Johns  Hopkins  University,  New 
York  University,  University  of  Rochester  and  Washington  Uni¬ 
versity  (Missouri). 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III  (250-10),  roll-call  vote. 

.  NO.  40  MAXIMUM  AWARDS— DIVISI^^-A  ANI^AA 
FOOTBALL,  DIVISION  I  BASKETBALL,  AND 
DIVISION  I  EQUIVALENCY  SPORTS 

Intent;  To  reduce  the  number  of  permissible  grants-in-aid  in  Divi- 
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S™  Jn&'n  ^ASaU 

in  Division  1  basketball. 

A.  Bylaws;  Amend  15.5.4.1,  page  154,  as  fo»ows: 

^  [Division  1-A  football  only,  roll  call] 

r»-  •  T  A  Football  There  shall  be  an  annual  limit  of 
“15.5.4.1  Division  I-A  Football,  i^n  15.02.2.1),  and  an  an- 

25  on  the  number  of  academic  year,  88  dim 

nual  limit  of  95  92  du^ng  the  1992^ g. 
ing  the  1993-94  number  of  coun- 

coSXs)  in  the  sport  of  football  at  each 

Division  I- A  institution. 

B  Bylaws;  Amend  15.5.4.2.  page  154.  as 

B,  Bylaws,  football  only,  roll  call] 

•  •  T  AA  Football  There  shall  be  an  annual  limil 
“15.5.4.2  Division  (ner  15.02.2.1),  an  annual 

of  30  on  the  number  “f  '"’*'?  financial  aid  awards  (equivalencies) 

Lit  of  meson  the  valueoffir^anc, a^  aid  awa^^  ^^q  , 

L"?ne5tLTS,counte^^^  io  the  sport  of  football  a. 

each  Division  I-AA  institution. 

*  .4  1*;*;  r>o?es  150-157,  as  follows; 

c.  Bylawai  Amend  1 ^ 

ns  5  MAXIMUM  INSTITUTIONAL  GRANT-IN-AID  LIM 
TIONS  BY  SPORT 

'nsir^ut't  Sports  Other  than  Division  I  Football  and 

Basketball  ,  .  a„  iTactitution  shall  be  limited 

‘i^ny  a^Sr^r  ™  tt  ttal  number  of  counters  (bead 
Lnt)  in  each  of  the  following  sports. 

“Division  I: 

“Men’s  . . 

Women 's  Basketball . ^  ^ 

[Remainder  of  15.5.2  unchanged.] 

“15.5.3  Equivalency  Sports  Eauivalency  Limits.  There 

“15.5.3.1  Division  ^  J;*®*Xp^eamvalency)^of  financial  aid 
shall  be  a  on  the  v  ^  Jn  Institution  may  ^ovidein 

:racadfL  ye\^  “  — ^ 

sports: 

“Men’s  Sports:  Gymnastics . ?  M 

cross  Countiyfrrack . .,12-6  . 

Fencing .  *  . 4  3.6 

Golf . ®  . 
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Skiing . 

....7 

6.3 

Volleyball . 

. 5  4.5 

Soccer . 

...11 

9.9 

Water  Polo . 

. 5  4.5 

Swimming . 

...11 

9.9 

Wrestling . 

. 11  9.9 

Tennis . 

....5 

4.5 

“Women’s  Sports: 

“Cross  Country/Track.., 

...16  14.4 

Skiing . 

. 7  6.3 

Fencing . 

....5 

4.5 

Soccer  . 

. 11  9.9 

Field  Hockey . 

...11 

9.9 

Softball . 

. M  9.9 

Golf . 

....6 

5.4 

Swimming . 

. 1412.6 

Lacrosse . 

...11 

9.9 

[Remainder  of  15.5.3  unchanged.) 

“15.5.4  Basketball  Limitations— Division  I 

“15.5.4.1  There  shall  be  an  annual  limit  of  14  during 
the  1992-93  academic  year  and  13  during  the  1993-94 
academic  year  and  thereafter  on  the  total  number  of 
counters  in  the  sport  of  basketball  at  each  Division  I 
institution.” 

(15.5.4,  renumbered  as  15.5.5,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  on  Cost  Reduction), 
NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  all  eight  members  of  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Conference,  all  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference, 
all  10  members  of  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  all  11  members  of  the 
Big  West  Conference,  all  six  members  of  the  Colonial  Athletic 
Association,  all  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Conference  and  all 
eight  members  of  the  Sun  Belt  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Parts  A  and  B  effective  August  1,  1992.  Part  C  ef¬ 
fective  August  I,  1993,  for  equivalency  sports  and  August  1, 
1992,  for  basketball. 

Rationale;  The  sponsors  have  placed  this  proposal  near  the  end  of 
the  “reform”  package  because  they  believe  other  cost  reductions 
should  be  made  before  grants-in-aid  are  reduced.  However,  the 
sponsors  also  wish  to  stress  that  although  grants-in-aid  cuts  are 
painful,  the  alternative  could  be  abolition  of  grants-in-aid  or 
elimination  of  sports. 

Action:  Part  A  adopted  by  Division  I- A  (83-24,  three  abstentions); 
Part  B  adopted  by  Division  I-AA  (69-15),  as  amended  by  No.  40- 
1;  Part  C  adopted  by  Division  I  (273-52,  three  abstentions).  All 
roll-call  votes. 

NO,  40-1  MAXIMUM  AWARDS— DIVISION  I-AA 

Amend  Proposal  No.  40-B,  15.5.4.2,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“15.5.4.2  Division  I-AA  Football.  There  shall  be  an  annual  limit 
of  30  on  the  number  of  initial  counters  (per  15.02.2.1).;  an  annu¬ 
al  limit  of  63  67  during  the  1992-93  academic  year,  65  dur¬ 
ing  the  1993-94  academic  year,  and  63  during  the  1994-95 
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academic  year  thereafter  on^the^valM^of 

awards  (equivalendes)  to  gg  during  the  1993*94 

during  the  ^“05  during^he  1994-95  academic  year 

academic  year,  ?^”umber  of  counters  (including  ini- 

at  each  Division  I-M  .nst.- 

SourcrAU  eight  members  of  the  Southland  Conference  and  Geor,a 

Southern  University. 

„.  .  .  T  A  A  roll-call  vote. 

“r— 

Intent:  To  establish  a  4g\aximum  initial  awards  over 

aid  awards  with  no  more  than  4  football  and  to 

any  consecutive  95  on  the  total  number  of  financial 

“  ril  thatCay  be  in  effect  in  the  same  year. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5^4^age  15^^ 

LUivisioii  1  rv  annual  limit  of 

“16.5.4.1  Division  I-A  J^ootbaU.  Th  h^  ^^  15,02.2.1)  during 
26  on  the  number  of  jj  ‘{46  in  the  number  of  im- 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992.  programs  “redshirf 

Rationale:  Currently,  ?frXn!el^Financ^al  aid  limitat:oM 
a  significant  number  o  initial  grants  over  a  five-year  pe- 

make  it  possible  to  f  awards  effect  at  any  one  time, 

riod,  with  an  overall  hi^  t:„ric  (encourage  programs  to  incor- 

Such  disproportionate  himtaU  (n^at^ral,  academic  or 

porate  an  e^P®‘'^®‘^^f^Yidbution  plans.  Imposing  new  initial 
forced)  into  their  ^a  Q^ibit  the  replacement  of  student- 

grant  limits  for  football  will  prom  encourap 

fthletes  -ho  dr°p  ou^  ^ 

SSX‘Tthr"ions,  This  should,  in  turn,  help  « 

Act=r  fh^^  n9.S6,  two  nhstentlons),  as  amead 

NO  Cl  AWARDS-DIVISION  I-A  FOOTBALL 

Amend  Proposal  call! 

TN-  •  •  T  A  Football  There  shall  be  an  annual  limit  of 
“15.5.4.1  Division  I-A  tootnaii.  n  « 
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91^  on  the  number  of  initial  counters  (per  15,02.2.1)  during  each 
aLdemic  yea?^  a  limit  of  46  on  the  number  of  initial  punters 
during  any  two  consecutive  academic  years  and 

limit  of  95  on  the  total  number  of  counters  (including  - 
«5  co"te“)in  thrsport  of  football  at  each  Divismn  I-A  msU- 

tution.” 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Pacific-10  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A  (60-43,  three  abstentions),  roll-call 

vote. 

NO  42  FINANCIAL  AID  LIMITATIONS— MEN’S  ICE 
HOCKEY 

Intent-  In  Division  I  ice  hockey,  to  specify  that  a  recruited  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  who  receives  institutional  financial  . 

without  regard  in  any  degree  to  athletics  ability  does  not  have  to 
be  deluded  in  the  maxi^m  institutional  fmanc.a  aid  nmta- 
tions  until  the  student-athlete  engages  m  £• 

comoetUion,  provided  the  institution  certifies  the  nonath  etics 
basis  of  the  student-athlete’s  admission  and  institutional 
financial  aid’  to  specify  that  there  shall  be  an  annual  limit  of 
20  on  the  value  of  financial  aid  awards 

ters  and  an  annual  limit  of  25  on  the  total  number  of  counters 
and  to  specify  that  a  multiple-sport  participant  who 
or  compe^tes  in  ice  hockey  and  one  or  more  other  sports  (other 
than  fLtball  or  basketball)  shall  be  counted  in  mens  ice 

hockey. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5,  pages  150-157,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call! 

“15  5  MAXIMUM  INSTITUTIONAL  GRANT-IN-AID  LIMITA¬ 
TIONS  BY  SPORT 

“15  5  1  Counters.  A  student-athlete  shall  be  a 

eluded  in  the  maximum  awards  limitations  set  forth  in  this 

bylaw  under  the  following  conditions. 

[15.5.1.1  unchanged.] 

“15.5.1.2  Recruited  Student- Athlete. 

“15  5  12  1  Division  I  Football  or.  Basketball  or  Ice 
Hockey  Varsity  Competition.  In  Division  I  football  or, 
basketball  or  ice  hockey,  a  student-athlete  who  was 
recruited  by  the  awarding  institution  and  receives 

institutional  financial  aid  (as  set  forth  1) 

granted  without  regard  in  any  degree  to  ^ 

tv  does  not  have  to  be  counted  until  the  student-athlete 
engages  in  varsity  intercollegiate  competition  (as  op- 

;"Ll  to  freshman.  B-team,  subvars.ty,  mtramur^  or 

club  competition)  in  eifher  o/ those  sports.  For  this  P 
Sion  io  be  applicable,  there  shall  be  on  fite  m  the  office 
of  the  athletics  director  certification  by  the  faculty  ath¬ 
letics  representative,  the  admissions  officer  and  the 
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chair  of  the  financial  aid  committee  that  the  student’s  j 
admission  and  financial  aid  were  granted  without  re-  r 
gard  in  any  degree  to  athletics  ability. 

“15.5.1.2.2  Sports  other  than  Football  and,  Basketball  i 
and  ice  Hockey.  In  all  sports  other  than  football  , 
basketball  and  ice  hockey  in  Division  I  and  m  all 
sports  in  Division  II,  a  student-athlete  who  was  recruit-  ^ 
ed  by  the  awarding  institution  and  who  is  r^emng  in- 
stitutional  financial  aid  (as  set  forth  in  15.0^3.1)  shall  , 
be  a  counter  unless  there  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the 
athletics  director  certification  by  the  faculty  athletics  ; 
representative  and  the  director  of  financial  aid  that  the  , 
student’s  financial  aid  was  granted  without  regard  in 
any  degree  to  athletics  ability. 

[Remainder  of  15.5.1  and  15.5.2  unchanged.! 

“15.5.3  Equivalency  Sports 

“15.5.3.1  Division  I  Maximum  Equivalency  L^its.  There 
shail  be  a  limit  on  the  value  (equivalency)  of  financial  aid 
awards  (per  15.02.3.1)  that  an  institution  may  provide  m  any 
academic  year  to  counters  in  the  following  Division  I  sports: 

“Men’s  Sports: 

"Ice  Hockey 

[Remainder  of  15.5.3  and  15.5.4  unchanged.] 

“15.5.5  Ice  Hockey  Limitations 

“15.5.5.1  Division  I  Ice  Hockey.  There  shall  be  an  an¬ 
nual  limit  of  20  on  the  value  of  financial  aid  awarj 
(equivalencies)  to  counters  and  an  annual  limit  of  25 
on  the  total  number  of  counters  in  the  sport  of  ice 
hockey  at  each  Division  I  ice  hockey  institution. 

“  15  5.5 15.6.6  Multiple-Sport  Participants 

[15.5.5.1  and  15.5.5.2,  renumbered  as  15.5.6.1  and  15.5.6.2. 
unchanged.] 

“15  5.6.3  Ice  Hockey.  A  counter  who  practices  or  com- 
petes  in  ice  hockey  and  one  or  more  other  sports 
(other  than  football  or  basketball)  shall  be  counted  m 
men’s  ice  hockey.” 

[15  5.5.3  through  15.5.5.7,  renumbered  as  15.5.6.4  through 
15.5.6.8,  and  15.5.6  through  15.5.8,  renumbered  as  15.o./ 
through  15.5.9,  unchanged.] 

Source;  Boston  College,  Boston  University,  University  of  Lowelb 
University  of  Maine,  Merrimack  College,  University  of  New 
Hampshire,  Northeastern  University  and  Providence  College. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  accomplishes  three  important  goals.  First, 
it  recognizes  the  differences  in  the  amount  of  nonathletically  re¬ 
lated  financial  aid  available  between  pnvate  and  public  mstitu- 
tions,  which  support  intercollegiate  ice  hockey.  If  all  recruited 
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student-athletes  receiving  financial  aid  become  counters  once 
they  engage  in  varsity  competition,  regardless  of  the  source  of 
whatever  financial  aid  they  are  receiving,  a  greater  depee  of 
parity  will  exist  in  the  game.  Second,  the  adoption  of  this  legism- 
tion  will  be  meaningful,  however,  only  if  a  cap  is  placed  on  the 
number  of  players  on  a  team  who  can  be  receiving  financial  aid. 
This  legislation  limits  the  number  of  students  engaging  in  com¬ 
petition  in  ice  hockey  to  a  fixed  number  and  places  ice  hockey  in 
the  same  category  as  football  and  basketball.  Third,  the  proposal 
places  ice  hockey  in  the  same  category  as  football  and  basketball 
in  the  area  of  legislation  governing  multiple-sport  participants. 
It  recognizes  that  a  student-athlete  who  is  receivmg  financial 
aid  and  is  playing  ice  hockey  must  have  that  financial  aid  count¬ 
ed  in  the  sport  of  ice  hockey,  regardless  of  his  involvement  in  a 
second  sport  and,  thus,  closes  the  multisport  loophole. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (55-184,  72  abstentions),  roll-call 
vote. 

NO,  43  MAXIMUM  AWARDS— BASKETBALL 

Intent:  In  Division  I  men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  to  establish  a 
maximum  initial  awards  limit  of  four  during  any  one  academic 
year  and  seven  during  any  two  consecutive  academic  years,  and 
to  eliminate  the  limitation  on  the  total  number  of  counters  in 
those  sports. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5,  pages  150-157,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“15  5  MAXIMUM  INSTITUTIONAL  GRANT-IN-AID  LIMITA¬ 
TIONS  BY  SPORT 
[15.5.1  unchanged.] 

“15.5.2  Head-Count  Sports  Other  than  Division  I  Football  and 
Basketball 

“15.5.2.1  Maximum  Limits.  An  institution  shall  be  limited 
in  any  academic  year  to  the  total  number  of  counters  (head 
count)  in  each  of  the  following  sports; 

“Division  I: 

“Men's  Basketball  . 

Women's  Basketball . 

[Remainder  of  15.5.2,  15.5.3,  15.5.4.1  and  15.5.4.2  unchanged.] 
“15.5.5  Basketball  Limitations  —  Division  I 

“15.5.5.1  There  shall  be  an  annual  limit  of  four  on  the 
number  of  initial  counters  (per  15.02.2.1)  in  any  one 
academic  year,  and  a  limit  of  seven  on  the  number  of 
initial  counters  during  any  two  consecutive  academic 
years. 

“15543  15.5.6  Initial  Counters 

[15.5.4.3.1  through  15.5.4.3.4,  renumbered  as  15.5.6.1 
through  15.5.6.4,  unchanged.] 
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-15  5  4.3  5  15.5.6.5  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  Football  and  Di* 
vision  I  Basketball  —  Aid  First  Awarded  Subsequent  \a 
Second  Year.  In  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football  and  Divi* 
sion  I  basketball,  a  student-athlete  who  has  been  in  resi¬ 
dence  at  the  certifying  institution  for  at  least  two  academic 
years  may  receive  athletically  related  financial  aid  for  the 
first  time  without  such  aid  counting  as  an  initial  award, 
provided  the  aid  falls  within  the  overall  grant  limitation  in 
Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA." 

115.5.4.3.6  through  15.5.4.3.8,  renumbered  as  15.5.6.6 
through  15.5.6.8;  15.5.4.4,  renumbered  as  15.5.6.9,  and 
15.5.5  through  15.5.8,  renumbered  as  15.5.7  through 
15.5.10,  unchanged.! 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  Currently,  there  are  no  initial  grant  limits  for  the  sport 
of  basketball;  therefore,  basketball  programs  have  relied  on  the 
“expected  attrition”  factor  (natural,  academic  or  forced)  in  their 
grant  distribution  plans.  Imposing  initial  grant  limits  for  bas¬ 
ketball  will  prohibit  the  replacement  of  student-athletes  who 
drop  out,  transfer  or  quit.  This  should  encourage  coaching  staffs 
to  be  more  selective  in  recruiting  prospects  who  have  a  legiti¬ 
mate  opportunity  to  succeed  academically,  as  well  as  athletically, 
at  their  institutions.  This  should,  in  turn,  help  to  improve  gradu¬ 
ation  rates. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  44  SCHEDULING— DIVISION  I 

Intent:  To  require  Division  I  member  institutions  to  schedule  and 
play  100  percent  of  their  contests  used  to  fulfill  Division  I  sports 
sponsorship  requirements,  and  at  least  50  percent  of  their  con¬ 
tests  beyond  that  number,  against  Division  I  opponents,  and  to 
establish  procedures  to  waive  this  requirement. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.9  by  adding  new  20.9.4,  page  290,  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call! 

“20.9.4  SCHEDULING— SPORTS  OTHER  THAN  FOOT 
BALL  AND  BASKETBALL 

“20.9.4.1  Scheduling  Requirement.  In  the  sporte  that  it 
uses  to  meet  the  Division  I  sports  sponsorship  crite- 
a  member  of  Division  I  shall  schedule  and  play 
100  percent  of  its  contests  against  Division  I  oppo¬ 
nents  to  meet  the  minimum  numbers  of  contests  spec¬ 
ified  in  20.9.3.3.  The  institution  shall  schedule  and 
play  at  least  50  percent  of  its  contests  beyond  the 
number  specified  in  20.9.3.3  against  Division  I  oppo¬ 
nents. 

“20.9.4.1.1  Geographical  Waiver.  The  Division  I 
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Steering  Committee,  fay  a  two*thirds  majority  of 
its  member  present  and  voting,  may  waive  20.9.4.1 
if  it  determines  that  a  member  institution  cannot 
comply  with  this  requirement  due  to  geographi* 
cal  constraints. 

“20.9.4.1.2  Exception.  The  scheduling  criteria  in 
20.9.4.1  shall  not  apply  in  those  sports  in  which 
the  only  championships  opportunity  is  the  Na¬ 
tional  Collegiate  Championship  per  18.02.1.1.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1994  (compliance  required  during  the 
1993-94  academic  year). 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes,  based  on  the  best  information 
available  to  it,  that  most  Division  I  institutions  are  committed  to 
the  top  level  of  competition  in  at  least  the  minimum  of  six  or 
seven  sports  for  men  and  for  women.  There  are  Division  I  mem¬ 
bers,  however,  that  do  not  schedule  heavily  against  other  Divi¬ 
sion  I  institutions  in  various  sports.  To  assure  a  broad-based 
pro^am  at  the  highest  competitive  level — which  is  the  expected 
Division  I  philosophy — the  committee  believes  this  minimum 
scheduling  requirement  is  necessary. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (214-112),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  44-1  SCHEDULING— DIVISION  I 

Amend  Proposal  No.  44,  20.9.4.1,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call) 

“20.9.4. 1  Scheduling  Requirements.  In  the  sports  that  it  uses  to 
meet  the  Division  I  sports  sponsorship  criteria,  a  member  of  Di¬ 
vision  I  shall  .schedule  and  play  lOO  at  least  60  percent  of  its 
contests  against  Division  I  opponents  to  meet  the  minimum 
numbers  of  contests  specified  in  20.9.3.3.  The  institution  shall 
schedule  and  play  at  least  50  percent  of  its  contests  beyond  the 
number  specified  in  20.9.3.3  against  Division  I  opponents.” 
[Remainder  of  20.9.4.1  unchanged.) 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO,  44-2  SCHEDULING— DIVISION  I 

Amend  Proposal  No.  44,  20.9.4.1,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“20.9.4.1  Scheduling  Requirement.  In  the  sports  that  it  uses  to 
meet  the  Division  I  sports  sponsorship  criteria,  a  member  of  Di¬ 
vision  I  shall  schedule  and  play  wo  at  least  75  percent  of  its 
contests  against  Division  I  opponents  to  meet  the  minimum 
numbers  of  contests  specified  in  20.9.3,3.  The  institution  shall 
schedule  and  play  at  least  50  percent  of  its  contests  beyond  the 
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number  specif.ed  in  20.9.3.3  against  Division  I  opponenu. 

[Remainder  of  20.9.4.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Confemnce 
Action:  Defeated  by  Division  1  (132-194,  tvm  abstenuons).  roil-call 
vote. 

NO  45  SPORTS  SPONSORSHIP— DIVISION  I 

Intent:  To  require  all  Mvimonjmem^mms^^^^^^^^ 

ra^nr?  and^"?rSS  be  counted  as  one  sport. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  20.9.3,  pages  288-290,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call! 

“20.9.3  Sports  Sponsorship.  A  member  of  Division  I  shall  spon¬ 
sor  in  Division  1  a  minimum  of: 

foothill  in  Division  II  or  III),  including  at  least  two  wro 
snorts  based  on  the  minimum  requirements  of  20.9.3.3  a 
living  aU-male  teams  or  mixed  teams  of  males  and  fe- 

“(b)  Six  Seven  varsity  intercollegiate  sports,  including  4t  laast 
‘  ’  wo  team  sports!  based  on  the  minimum  requirements  of 
20.9.3.3  and  involving  all-female  teams. 

[Remainder  of  20.9  3  unchanged] 

B  Bylaws;  Amend  20.9.3.3.  pages  289-290,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

The  following  minimums  are  applicable.  Mm, mum 

“Individual  Minimum 

Sports  Contests  ParticipanU 

“Track,  Indoor  .  . 

Track,  Indoor  and  Outdoor  6 

[20.9.3.3.1  through  20.9.3.3.5  unchanged.] 

“20  9  3  3  6  Indoor  and  Outdoor  Track,  a  Division  l  msmm 

may  receive  credit  for  sponsoring  both  indoor  track  and 

vJed  Its  team  participates  m  a  total  of  at  least  12  indoor  and  outdoor 

dunng  the  year,  including  at  least  four  indoor  and 

Son  I  institutions  shall  count  indoor  and  out- 

door  track  as  a  single  sport. 

[Remainder  of  20.9.3  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws;  Amend  20.9.6. 1 ,  page  293.  as  follows: 


[Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

‘^0.9.6. 1  Sports  Sponsorship.  The  institution  shall  sponsor  in 
Divi.sion  I  a  minimum  of: 

“(a)  Six  Seven  varsity  intercollegiate  sports,  including  football, 
based  on  the  minimum  requirements  of  20.9.3  and  20. 9. .3. .3 
and  involving  all-male  teams  or  mixed  teams  of  males  arid 
females,  and 

“(b)  Six  Seven  varsity  intercollegiate  sporte  based  on  the  mini¬ 
mum  requirements  of  20.9.3  and  20.9.3.3  and  involving  all¬ 
female  teams,  subject  to  the  waiver  provision  in  20.9.3.1,” 

Source:  NCM  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

(compliance  required  during  the 

1993-94  academic  year). 

Rationale:  The  current  dissimilarity  in  sports  sponsorship  in  Divi- 
Sion  I  IS  obvious:  Division  I-A  members  must  sponsor  at  least  14 
sports  (seven  for  each  sex),  including  a  top-level  football  pro- 
gram,  the  rest  of  the  Division  I  membership  can  get  by  with  12 
-sports  (six  and  six),  except  that  a  Division  I- AAA  institution 
with  football  in  Division  II  or  III  still  has  to  have  six  men’s 
-sports  in  Division  I.  It  seems  logical  that  all  members  of  the  divi¬ 
sion  at  least  should  have  to  meet  the  same  basic  sports-sponsor- 
k' ^  *®9uirement.  Research  conducted  for  the  committee  shows 
that  67  Division  I  institutions  are  counting  indoor  track  and  out¬ 
door  track  as  two  separate  sports  to  meet  the  minimum  sponsor- 
ship  criteria  (l  e..  counting  them  as  two  toward  the  required  six 
or  seven).  (Jf  those,  all  but  one  are  using  that  double-count  privi¬ 
lege  in  their  women’s  programs  In  other  words,  those  institu¬ 
tions  are  offering  only  the  bare  minimum  number  of  sports  for 
women  and  they  are  counting  essentially  the  same  group  of  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  twice  in  doing  so.  Eliminating  the  double-count 
provision  for  track  would  assure  greater  participation  opportuni¬ 
ties  and  a  more  broadly  based  program  for  women  in  such  insti¬ 
tutions. 

Action:  Part  A  adopted  by  Division  I  (180-147,  one  abstention).  Part 
B  defeated  by  Division  I  (141-183,  three  abstentions);  Part  C 
was  moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  45,  Part  A,  roll-call  votes. 

NO.  45-1  SPORTS  SPONSORSHIP— DIVISION  I 

A  Amend  Proposal  No.  45-A,  20.9.3-(a),  as  follows: 

(Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“20.9.3  Sports  Sponsorship.  A  member  of  Division  I  shall  spon¬ 
sor  in  Division  I  a  minimum  of: 

(a)  Seven  varsity  intercollegiate  sports  (or  six  varsity  inter- 

institution  awards  a  minimum 
of  50  g^ants-in-aid  in  the  sport  of  football,  or  six  varsity 
intCTcollegiate  sports  if  the  institution  also  sponsors  football 
in  Division  II  or  III),  including  at  least  two  team  sports. 
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and” 

B.  Amend  Proposal  No.  45-0. 20.M-(a),  as  fo^ws: 

[Division  I-AA  football  only,  roll  call] 

“(a)  Sevan  Six  varsity  20*9^  and  20.9.3.3 

rain^SiiraSr  -u,  ,04 

females,  and  ^  „  n 

,  thp  Ohio  Valiev  Conference,  all  eight 

®““memfeV"Touthl^  -0  G-rgia  Southern 

^tSr^Suh”and  votd  by  passage  of  No.  45,  Part  A. 

NO  46  MEMBERSHIP  REQUIREMENTS-DIVISION  I 
FINANCIAL  AID 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  20.9. 1.  page  288.  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call! 

“90  0  1  Financial  Aid  Limitations  Requirements.  r  rv  ••  i 

Ma^mum  LJmUaUons  A  —  "“j 

laws  gUe^rng'Division  1  fmancial  aid  »«»'•<'=  , 

rp"iranfns«.u™se?^^^^^^^ 

track  and  cross  country  to  meet  the  ^ 

Sterion,  it  must  award  the  eo-vale"' »f 

80  percent  of  the  full  ^anU  ^ 

*  fiiil  ffrants  for  women  in  tnose  sporw. 

to  meet  ‘he  f^rTO  "ntT/'thTJJfl 

the  equivalent  of  at  least  P 

fo?*jJ^iiren!Tf” the  institution  counts  indoor  and 
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outdoor  track  as  one  sporty  it  must  award  the 
equivalent  of  at  least  60  percent  of  the  full  grants 
for  men  and  50  percent  of  the  full  grants  for 
women. 

“(b)  Financial  aid  representing  a  minimum  aggregate 
expenditure  of  $250,000  in  men’s  sports  and 
$250,000  in  women’s  sports,  exclusive  of  grants  in 
football,  and  men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  pro¬ 
vided  the  aggregate  grant  value  is  not  less  than 
the  equivalent  of  19  full  grants  for  men  and  19 
full  grants  for  women.  The  NCAA  Council  shall 
adjust  the  minimum  aggregate  figure  annually  to 
reflect  inflation,  based  on  changes  in  average  na¬ 
tional  tuition  charges  for  regionally  accredited 
institutions.  The  Council  shall  announce  the  re¬ 
vised  figure  in  the  fall  each  year  for  the  subse¬ 
quent  academic  year.  If  the  institution  does  not 
sponsor  men’s  or  women’s  basketball,  the  mini¬ 
mum  aggregate  expenditure  must  be  $350,000  for 
men  or  for  women,  but  in  no  case  fewer  than  the 
equivalent  of  29  full  grants  for  men  or  for  women, 
or 

“(c)  A  minimum  of  the  equivalent  of  25  full  grants  in 
men’s  sports  and  25  ftUl  grants  in  women’s  sports, 
exclusive  of  grants  awarded  in  football  and  men’s 
and  women’s  basketball.  If  the  member  institu¬ 
tion  does  not  sponsor  men’s  or  women’s  basket¬ 
ball,  it  shall  sponsor  a  minimum  of  35  full  grants 
in  men’s  sports  and  35  full  grants  in  women’s 
sports. 

“20.9.1.2.1  Athletics  Aid.  Only  athletically  related 
financial  aid  awarded  by  the  member  institution 
shall  be  used  to  meet  the  appropriate  minimum. 
“20.9.1.2.2  Award  Requirement.  To  be  included  in 
reaching  the  appropriate  minimum,  the  financial 
aid  actually  must  be  awarded. 

“20.9.1.2.3  Multisport  Student- Athlete.  Financial 
aid  awarded  to  multisport  student-athletes  shall 
be  counted  against  the  minimum  requirements 
pursuant  to  15.5.5. 

“20.9.1.2.4  Non-NCAA  Sports.  Financial  aid  award¬ 
ed  in  non-NCAA  sports  per  20.9.3.2.1  may  be 
counted  in  reaching  the  appropriate  minimum, 
but  financial  aid  awarded  to  those  other  than  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  (e.g.,  cheerleaders)  shall  not  be 
counted. 

“20.9.1.2.5  Exemptions — No  Institutional  Athletics 
Aid,  Member  institutions  that  do  not  award  any 
athletically  related  financial  aid  in  any  sport  as  of 


Legislative  Propasals 


A-99 


January  11, 1991,  shall  be  exempted  firom  the  min¬ 
imum  requirements.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3.1  by  adding  new  15.5.3.1.1,  page  153,  as 
follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“15.5.3.1.1  Division  I  Maximum  Equivalency  Limits— Insti- 
tutions  That  Sponsor  Cross  Country  But  Do  Not  Sponsor 
Track.  There  shall  be  a  limit  of  five  on  the  value  (equiva¬ 
lency)  of  financial  aid  awards  (per  15.02.3.1)  that  an  insti¬ 
tution  may  provide  in  any  academic  year  to  counters  in 
the  sport  of  cross  country  if  the  institution  does  not  spon¬ 
sor  indoor  or  outdoor  track.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1994  (compliance  required  during  the 
1993-94  academic  year). 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  it  essential  that  institutions 
wishing  to  be  classified  in  Division  I  demonstrate  a  reasonable 
financial  aid  commitment  that  is  comparable  to  the  commitment 
already  made  by  the  majority  of  members  in  that  division.  It  be¬ 
lieves  that  its  recommendation  in  this  regard  allows  for  differ¬ 
ences  in  the  sports  offered  by  various  institutions  and  in  the  em¬ 
phasis  placed  on  those  sports.  It  also  ensures  an  equitable 
approach  to  financial  aid  for  male  and  female  student-athletes, 
and  it  provides  a  methodology  that  mitigates  the  higher  costs  of 
athletics  grants  in  private  institutions.  V^ile  the  proposed  mini- 
mums  are  not  as  demanding  as  many  on  the  committee  would 
prefer,  they  represent  a  reasonable  requirement. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (175-149,  five  abstentions)  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  Nos.  46-2  and  46-3,  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  46-1  MEMBERSHIP  REQUIREMENTS— DIVISION  I 
FINANCIAL  AID 

Amend  Proposal  No.  46- A,  20.9.1.2-(b),  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only,  roll  call] 

“(b)  Financial  aid  representing  a  minimum  aggregate  expendi¬ 
ture  of  $250,000  in  men’s  sports  and  $250,000  in  womens 
sports,  exclusive  of  grants  in  football  and  men’.s  and 
women’s  basketball,  provided  the  aggregate  grant  value  is  not  tessjtefl , 
the  equivalent  of  19  full  grants  for  men  and  19  full  grants  lor  women 
NCAA  Council  shall  adjust  the  minimum  aggregate  f  ^ 
annually  to  reflect  inflation,  based  on  changes  in  average 
national  tuition  charges  for  regionally  accredited  institu-  _ 
tions.  The  Council  shall  announce  the  revised  figure  in  the 
fall  each  year  for  the  subsequent  academic  year.  If  the  insti- 
tution  does  not  sponsor  men’s  or  women’s  basketball,  the 
minimum  aggregate  expenditure  must  be  $350,000  for  men.-^£Ki 
or  for  women,  but  in  no  case  fewer  than  the  equivalent  of  29  y 
full  grants  for  men  or  for  women,  or”  Jj 


„i„e  ,„emb«rs  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference, 
vote.  by  Division  I  (108-216,  four  abstenuL” "rollclll 

Amend  Proposal  No.  46-A  20  9  l  9  Kv 

follows:  ’  by  adding  new  20.9.1.2-(d),  as 

“MIA  .  .  I  only,  roll  call] 

tarn  minimum  of  one-half  r»f  _  •  , 

Federnlessista  ^ 


This 


a  ^ve^year  applicable  to  an  institution 

Pell  Grant  dollars  for'unrff^  P®r-student  allotment  of 
U.S.  Department  of  reported  to  the 

ber  is  more  than  one  5  Previous  Septem- 

mean  for  all  reporting  Divi^on*I^J*®K*”“ 
that  year.  If  an  instltuf  t^n  ^  ^  member  institutions 

provision  after  having  been  aM  under  this 

year,  the  instftuVon^ay 

native  for  one  year  and^«ho?i  ^  u  utilize  this  alter- 
the  provisions  of  (a)  (b)  or  *‘®9[“*red  to  meet 

ingyear.  This  proldsOn  XaH 

sti tutions  that  were  memhafa  f  upphcable  only  to  in- 
ber  1, 1990.”  members  of  Division  I  on  Septem- 

'Tcmb'^rs^piSrS'’''"'  NCAA 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (282-40,  three  abstentions),  roll-call 

Amend  Proposal  No.  46.A,  20.9.1.2.1,  as  follows: 

■20  0  1  o  .  IDb-ision  I  only,  roll  calll 

ligure  ■.®:,  ®“'knen‘!jnWe”^ty* Colgate  Conference. 

'"‘no  «  ™  -P"-"  vote. 

NO.  46.4  ME1^~  REQUIREMENTS-DmslON  I 

S;Amend  Proposal  No.  46-A.  20.9  1,2.1,  as  follows: 

Proposals  _ _ _ 


in 

of 
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[Division  I  only,  roll  calll 
“20.9.1.2.1  Athletics  Aid.  Only  unearned, 

letically  related  financial  • 

the  member  institution  (including  the  department  of 
ics),  and  based  on  athletics  ability,  shall  be  used  to  meet  the 
appropriate  minimum  requirements. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  Member¬ 
ship  Structure). 

Action:  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  46-3. 

NO.  47  AMENDMENTS— DIVISION  BUSINESS  SESSIONS 

Intent:  To  permit  federated  legislation  to  be  acted  upon  in  the  re¬ 
spective*^  division  business  sessions,  even  when  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  affects  more  than  one  division.  i 

A.  Constitution:  Amend  5.1.2.3.1  and  5.1.2.3.2,  page  28  as  follow 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  calll 
“5  1  2.3.1  General  Business  Session.  An  annual  or  special  Con- 
vention  shall  include  a  general  business  session  to  e^ble  aU  . 
three  divisions,  meeting  in  joint  session,  to  act  upon  . 

common  and  general  legislation  pertaining  to  more  man  a  smgte  timm 

of  the  Assoaatlon.  _ 

“5  1232  Division  Business  Sessions.  An  annual  or  special  ton- 
vention  may  include  separate  division  business  sessions  to: 

“(a)  Enable  a  single  division  to  act,  in  accordance  with  the  con¬ 
stitution  and  bylaws,  on  legislation  pertaining  only  to  that 
division  and  to  act  on  legislation  pertaining  to  more 
than  a  single  division  that  is  not  a  dominant,  common 
or  general  provision;” 

[Remainder  of  5. 1.2. 3. 2  unchanged.] 

B.  Constitution:  Amend  5. 1.4. 3.2,  page  29,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“5.1.4.3.2  Legislation  at  General  Session.  Dominant,  common 
and  general  degislation  pertaining  to  more  than  a  smgle  division  of  me  . 
sociation  shall  be  acted  upon  by  the  appropriate  divisions  meeting  in  . 

joint  session.  ^  ; 

“5  1433  Legislation  at  Division  Sessions.  Legislation  pertaining  : 
only  to  a  single  division  of  the  Association  may  be  acted  upon  ma  : 
separate  legislative  session  of  that  division.  Such  diyipon  action 
shall  be  reported  to  the  joint  sessions  of  all  ‘'^ree  divisions  Md 
the  rescission  pro\isions  of  5.3. 1.1  may  be  applied  at  that  time 
Legislation  pertaining  to  more  than  a  single  division  of 
the  Association  may  be  acted  upon  by  the  appropriate  di¬ 
visions  during  the  separate  division  business  sessions  if 
it  is  not  a  dominant,  common  or  general  provision. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 
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Rationale:  Current  NCAA  legislation  requires  federated  provisions 
that  involve  more  than  one  division  to  be  acted  upon  by  those  di¬ 
visions  meeting  m  joint  session,  whereas  a  provision  involving 
only  a  given  dmsion  can  be  handled  in  that  division’s  own  busi¬ 
ness  session  The  committee  believes  that  the  divisions  should 
have  the  nght  to  make  their  own  legislative  determinations  in 
their  own  business  session,  which  generally  represent  smaller 
more  homogeneous  groupings  than  in  the  general  business  ses- 

Convention  commented 
that  the  ^^”vention  s  difficulty  in  dealing  efficiently  with  Pro- 
posal  No  30  would  have  been  solved,  for  the  most  part,  if  each 
dmsion  had  been  permitted  to  deal  separately  with  the  portions 
of  the  proposal  that  directly  affected  that  division.  In  short,  this 
chanp  in  the  Association’s  procedures  would  mean  that  the  Gen¬ 
eral  business  session  would  deal  primarily  with  dominant,  com- 
mon  and  general  provisions,  plus  any  division  actions  properly 

rescission  under  existing  proce- 
^o^vention  Program,  this  would  have  result¬ 
ed  in  27  additional  proposals  being  handled  in  the  division  busi¬ 
ness  sessions,  rather  than  in  the  general  business  session. 

divisions  (655-75,  one  abstention),  roll-call 

NO.  48  SEPARATE  VOTING— DIVISION  I 

Intent:  To  permit  Division  I-A  and  all  other  Division  I  members  to 
vote  separately  regarding  the  maximum  limitation  on  financial 
aid  for  individual  student-athletes  and  to  provide  a  procedure  by 
which  an  institution  in  a  subdivision  that  does  not  adopt  a  high- 
er  maximum  limitation  may  use  the  higher  limitation  adopted 
by  the  other  subdivision,  except  in  football. 

A  Constitution:  Amend  5. 1.4. 3.4,  pages  29-30,  as  follows: 

^  [Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
5.1.4.3.4  Separate  Voting,  Division  I  Subdivisions.  Members  of 
Dmsion  I-A  and  all  other  Division  I  members  may  vote  sepa¬ 
rately  on  any  federated  provision  (see  5.02.1.4),  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  following:  ^ 

[5.1.4.3.4-(a)  through  5.1.4.3.4-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  Maximum  amount  of  financial  aid  permitted  under  15.1  and  nNumber  of 
grants  permitted  in  basketball  per  15.5.2. 1,  and 
[5.1.4.3.4-(f)  unchanged.] 

“5.1. 4.3.4. 1  Financial  Aid  Option.  In  sports  other  than 
football,  an  institution  that  is  a  member  of  a  Division 
I  subdivision  that  does  not  adopt  a  higher  maximum 
limitation  on  financial  aid  per  15.1  may  adopt  a  high- 
er  inaximum  limitation  adopted  by  another  Division  I 
subdivision. 
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B  Bylaws:  Amend  20.7.1.1,  page  286,  as  follows: 

’  rOominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote. 

4  T-i-  •  •  I  A  o'T./i  All  Other  Division  I  Members  Voting 

S^pIratelyTembers  of  division  I-Aand^al^otherJ^^^^^^ 

"drd%  a  diSTartfng  aepa^rate.y,  with  the  exceptienef 

the  following: 

I20.7.1.1-(a)  through  20.7.1.1-(0  unchanged.] 

rne  sports  other  th^ 

er^'mSum  uSlon  Sh®*-  division  1 

subdivision.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.  Divi 

Rationale:  Since  ^BS  Division  l^A  and  the  ^  of  ^ 

Sion  I  bylaws  The  ft 

on  most  of  the  matters  cover  meaningful  exception  to  ■ 

nancial  aid  ias;m  represents  the  only  meam  g 
that  privilege.  The  special  committee  does  not 

privilege  J  not  tSieve  any  problems  will  be  caused  by 

''v?cndme  the  pririlege  to  the  one  remaining  issue  of  any  sign* 
^re^X  unlShLi  of  -y  P3"ri  'LmwS 
by  either  by  Division  I -A  or  legislation  and  the 

;St:s7rmS'a"^^^^  ‘o  »P‘ 

tion  are  adequate  safeguards. 

Aotioni  Adop^d  by  aU  divism^s  « 

XuStwo.thi;ds  approval  required)!;  motion  to  reconsider 
was  approved  (473-266,  four  abstentions). 

NO.  48-1  SEPARATE  VOTING-DIVISION  I 

Amend  Proposal  No.  48,  as  follows: 

(Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call) 
“Effective  Date;  /m/ned/afs/y  August  I,  199  • 

Source:  NCAA  Council.  \  u  n 

Action:  Adopted  by  all  divisions  (684-59,  four  abstentions),  roll-call 

vote. 

NO.  49  multidivision  CL^IFlCATION-MEhrS 
and  WOMEN’S  SPORTS 

Intent:  To  prohibit  an  institution  from  classifying  its  women's  ath¬ 


letics  program  in  a  division  other  than  the  institution’s  member¬ 
ship  division  and  to  permit  institutions  currently  utilizing  this 
opportunity  to  continue  to  do  so,  subject  to  Council  review  every 
three  years. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.1.1.1,  page  279,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“20.1.1.1  Men’s  and  Women’s  Programs  in  Different  Divisions. 
An  institution  shall  not  classify  its  women’s  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  in  a  division  other  than  the  institution’s  member¬ 
ship  division,  unless  its  women’s  program  was  so  classi¬ 
fied  prior  to  January  11,  1991;  further,  for  those 
institutions  so  classified,  7the  Council,  by  a  two-thirds  major¬ 
ity  of  its  members  present  and  voting,  may  permit  an  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  women’s  athletics  program  to  be  classified  in  a  division 
other  than  its  membership  division,  provided  it  determines 
every  three  years  that  unusual  circumstances  warrant  such 
action.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale;  The  committee,  reflecting  what  it  believes  to  be  the  view 
of  the  majority  of  the  NCAA  membership,  is  fundamentally  op¬ 
posed  to  the  classification  of  men’s  and  women’s  programs  in  dif¬ 
ferent  divisions.  The  committee  believes  that  each  institution 
should  have  a  consistent  philosophy  of  athletics  governing  all  of 
its  sports;  further,  that  adherence  to  such  a  consistent  philoso¬ 
phy  is  essential  in  a  truly  federated  membership  structure.  The 
committee  does  recognize,  however,  that  there  currently  are  iso¬ 
lated  circumstances  in  which  this  ideal  cannot  be  achieved.  The 
committee’s  recommendation  is  intended  to  be  pragmatic  in  that 
regard. 

Action:  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions  (320-5,  three  abstentions.  Di¬ 
vision  I;  178-8,  Division  II,  238-3,  two  abstentions,  Division  III), 
roll-call  votes. 

NO.  50  MULTIDIVISION  CLASSIFICATION— WOMEN’S 
BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  prohibit  a  Division  II  or  III  member  institution  from  clas¬ 
sifying  its  women’s  basketball  program  in  Division  I, 

Bylaws;  Amend  20.4.1.3,  page  284,  as  follows; 

(Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“20.4.1.3  Divisions  II  and  III  Members — ^Classification  of  a  Sport 
in  Division  I.  A  member  of  Division  II  or  Division  III  may  peti¬ 
tion  to  be  classified  in  Division  1  in  any  one  men’s  sport,  other 
than  football  or  basketball,  and  in  any  one  women’s  sport,  other 
than  basketball.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
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Membership  Structure), 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1991. 

Rationale-  The  special  committee,  reflecting  what  it  believes  to  be 
the  .hew  of  th?  majority  of  the  NCAA  membership, ^men¬ 
tally  oDOOsed  to  multidivision  classification  in  basketball.  The 
committee  believes  that  each  institution  should  have^^^ 
tent  ohilosophy  of  athletics  governing  all  »ts  sports,  lurther 
that  adherence  to  such  a  consistent  philosophy  is  essential  m 
truly  federated  membership  structure. 

Action;  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions  (286-37,  three  abstentions 
Division  I:  133-51,  three  abstentions,  Division  II,  19^  50.  tour 
abstentions.  Division  III),  roll-call  votes. 

NO  51  MULTIDIVISION  CLASSIFICATION- 
DIVISIONS  II  AND  III 

Intent-  To  prohibit  a  Division  II  or  III  member  institution  from 
being  cCmed  in  Division  I  in  one  sport  for  meii  an^or  one 
snort  for  women,  and  to  permit  the  Division  I  Steenng  Co™iut- 
teeld  applicable  Division  I  member  institutions  U,  approve  ex- 
ceptions  to  this  requirement. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.4.1.3.  page  284,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  ca\\] 

“20  4  1  3  Divisions  II  and  III  Members-CIassification  of  a  Sport 
ifbi^ion  L  A  member  of  Division  II  or  Division  I  I  may  pet.- 
tion  to  the  Division  I  Steering  Committee  to  be  classified,  or 
W  c^tinue  to  be  classified  in  Division  I  in  any  one  rnens 
snort  other  than  football  or  hasketball.  and  in  “"y  “5?. 

Zrt  The  steering  committee  shall  survey  all  P-viewn  I 
Semher  institutions  that  sponsor  «>e  involven  sport  w 
whether  those  institutions  favor  such  raultidj- 
vision  classification  for  that  specific  member  institution 
A  majority  of  institutions  surveyed  must 
tition  for  the  steering  committee  to  approve  the  mult 
vision  classification. 

“20.4.1.3.1  length  of  Approval.  Steenng  committee  ap¬ 
proval  shall  be  for  a  period  of  five  re- 

institution  granted  such  approval  may  petition  for  re 
newXf Tts  ap^  no  eariier  than  during  the  third 

year  of  the  five-year  penod. 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1991. 

Rationale-  The  special  committee,  reflecting  what  it  believes  to  be 

"“‘‘trrieW  oi-^rmajcrily  of  the  NCAA  mem«. 

tallv  oDoosed  to  multidivision  classification.  The  committee  oe 

lievL  that  each  institution  should  have  ® 

oSeS  grerning  all  of  its  sports;  further,  that  adherence  t. 
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such  a  consistent  philosophy  is  essential  in  a  truly  federated 
membership  structure.  The  committee  does  recognize,  however, 
that  there  may  be  a  few  circumstances  in  which  this  ideal  can¬ 
not  be  achieved.  The  committee’s  recommendations  are  intended 
to  be  pragmatic  in  that  regard,  and  this  proposal  would  permit 
the  Division  I  institutions  in  a  sport  to  determine  if  a  Division  II 
or  III  institution  should  be  classified  in  Division  I  in  that  sport. 

Action:  Defeated,  required  approval  of  all  three  divisions  (214-106, 
six  abstentions.  Division  I;  75-107,  two  abstentions,  Division  II ; 
1.52-89,  five  abstentions,  Division  III)  as  amended  by  No.  51-1, 
roll-call  votes. 

NO.  51-1  MULTIDIVISION  CLASSIFICATION- 
DIVISIONS  II  AND  III 

Amend  Proposal  No.  51,  20.4.1.3.1,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“20.4.1.3.1  Length  of  Approval.  Steering  committee  approval 
shall  be  for  a  period  of  five  eight  academic  years.  An  institution 
granted  such  approval  may  petition  for  renewal  of  its  approval  no 
earlier  than  during  the  third  year  of  the  five  eight-year  penod.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions  (263-58,  five  abstentions.  Di¬ 
vision  I;  170-16,  one  abstention,  Division  II ;  201-43,  one  absten¬ 
tion,  Division  III),  roll-call  votes. 

NO.  52  MULTIDIVISION  CLASSIFICATION- 
CHAMPIONSHIPS  OPPORTUNITY 

Intent:  To  permit  a  member  institution  to  petition  to  be  classified  in 
a  division  other  than  its  membership  division  in  a  sport  in  which 
the  only  NCAA  championships  opportunity  is  a  National  Colle¬ 
giate  Championship  for  which  all  divisions  are  eligible. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.4.1  by  adding  new  20.4.1.5,  page  284,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 
“20,4.1.5  National  Collegiate  Championship.  A  member  in¬ 
stitution  may  petition  to  be  classified  in  a  division  other 
than  its  membership  division  in  a  sport  in  which  the  only 
NCAA  championships  opportunity  is  a  National  Colle¬ 
giate  Championship  for  which  all  divisions  are  eligible.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA 
Membership  Structure). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  that  multidivision  classification 
in  this  limited  circumstance  makes  sense  and  is  not  inconsistent 
with  its  fundamental  opposition  to  multidivision  classification. 

Action:  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions  (318-6,  two  abstentions,  Divi¬ 
sion  I;  181-0,  one  abstention,  Division  II;  235-4,  one  abstention, 
Division  III),  roll-call  votes. 
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NO.  63  MULTIDIVISION  CLASSIFICATION—  | 

FOOTBALL  li 

Intent:  To  prohibit  a  member  of  Division  I  from  being 

division  11  or  III  in  football  and  to  prohibit  a  Division  C 

II  from  being  classified  in  Division  III  in  football.  | 

ByUws:  Amend  20.4.1.1  and  20.4.1.2,  page  284  as  folloy:  ij 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  caill  | 

“20.4.1.1  Division  I  Member.  A  member  1 

tinn  to  be  classified  in  football  in  Division  I-A,  or  Division  I*^-  j 
D(v,s/on  II  or  Division  HI.  If  the  petition  is  granted,  the  ^ 

be  entitled  to  vote  in  that  division  on  legislative  issues  directly  ^ 

affecting  football.  | 

“204  1  1  1  Division  III  Football  Championship  Restriction  A  member  of  Division 
I  that  IS  classified  in  Division  III  In  football  shall  not  be  eligible  for  fhe  Natm^  ! 
Collegiate  Division  III  Football  Championship,  except  that  ^  ' j 

Its  football  program  classified  In  Division  III  poor  to  Septem^r  t.  1983  shall  re-  . 
main  eligible  for  the  National  Collegiate  Division  III  Football  Championshtp.  4 

“20  4  1 2  Division  II  Member.  A  member  of  Division  II  may  petition  to  £>»  ‘  I 

f^tball  in  Division  Hi.  If  the  petition  is  granted,  the  institution  shall  be  entitled  to  vote 
Division  HI  on  legislative  issues  directly  affecting  football.  . ; 

“204  121  Division  III  Football  Chamf^nship  Restriction.  A  member  of  Divism  ^ 
It  that  is  classified  in  Division  III  football  shall  not  be  eligible  for  the  National  . 

legiate  Division  III  Football  Championship  unless  its  football  program  was  dassi-  ^ 
fted  in  Dhdsion  HI  not  later  than  September  1, 1989  j 

“204  122  Classification  of  a  Sport  in  Division  III.  A  member  of  Division  II  may  . 
peution  to  be  classified  in  Division  III  in  any  sport  m  which  there  is  a  Division  , 
championship  but  not  a  Division  II  championship.  | 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  j 
Membership  Structure).  i 

Effective  Date;  September  1,  1993.  } 

Rationale:  The  committee,  reflecting  what  it  believes  to  be  the  view  ^ 
of  the  maiority  of  the  NCAA  membership,  is  fundamentally  op-  x 
fosS  to  mStidivision  classification  in  football.  The  committee  p 
Sve^Zt  each  institution  should  have  a  oonsmtent  pto  J 
nhy  of  athletics  governing  all  of  its  sports;  further,  that  adher- 
Lee  to  such  a  consistent  philosophy  is  essential  in  a  truly  feder-  .^i 
ated  membership  structure. 

Action:  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions  ««-81,  three  al«tentio^: 
Division  I;  105-68,  six  abstentions.  Division  II,  224-8,  live  ab  J 
stentions,  Division  III),  roll-call  votes.  '.VI 

NO.  53-1  MULTIDIVISION  CLASSIFICATION— 

FOOTBALL  4 

Amend  Proposal  No.  53,  20.4.1.1  and  20.4.1.2.  as  follows:  J 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roU  calll  .  | 

“Effective  Date;  September  i.  1993  September  1, 1996.”  Vj 
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Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference,  Butler  Uni¬ 
versity,  St.  Mary’s  College  (California)  and  Santa  Clara  Univer¬ 
sity. 

Action:  Defeated  by  all  three  divisions  (105-214,  four  abstentions. 
Division  I;  64-112,  seven  abstentions.  Division  II;  13-224,  four 
abstentions.  Division  III),  roll-call  votes. 

NO.  54  RESOLUTION:  DIVISION  I-AAA  FOOTBALL 
[All  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 

“Whereas,  in  1988  the  NCAA  membership  authorized  a  study  of 
cost-containment  issues  related  to  I-AAA  football  and  introduction  of 
appropriate  legislation  at  the  1989  Convention;  and 

“Whereas,  these  issues  ultimately  were  referred  to  the  Special 
Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Membership  Structure;  and 

“Whereas,  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Member¬ 
ship  Structure  has  recommended  the  establishment  of  I-AAA  football 
in  order  to  provide  Division  I  institutions  currently  playing  Dirision 

II  or  III  football  with  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  a  cost-contain¬ 
ment  football  alternative  following  the  elimination  of  multidivision- 
classification  opportunities  in  Divisions  II  and  III;  and 

“Whereas,  the  strengthening  of  Division  I  criteria  will  signifi¬ 
cantly  decrease  the  potential  of  upward  mobility  by  Divisions  II  and 

III  members;  and 

“Whereas,  at  the  direction  of  the  NCAA  Council,  the  NCAA  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Committee  has  established  a  special  CJouncil  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  develop  the  Division  I-AAA  football  concept; 

“Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  special  subcommittee 
be  directed  to  develop  legislation  for  sponsorship  by  the  Council  and 
consideration  at  the  1992  Convention  that  would  establish  a  Division 
I-AAA  football  classification  and  a  I-AAA  football  championship  (ini¬ 
tial  date  subject  to  Executive  Committee  approval  based  upon  a  re¬ 
view  of  appropriate  participation  criteria).” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  (500-196,  31  abstentions),  roll-call  vote. 

NO.  66  DIVISION  II  CHAMPIONSHIPS— MINIMUM 
SPONSORSHIP  REQUIREMENTS 

Intent:  To  establish  a  three-year  period  during  which  an  existing  Di¬ 
vision  II  championship  will  not  be  canceled  due  to  that  division’s 
failure  to  meet  the  minimum  percentage  sponsorship  require¬ 
ments  for  maintaining  the  championship,  contingent  upon  Con¬ 
vention  adoption  of  other  membership-structure  proposals. 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.2.10  by  adding  new  18.2.10.1,  page  263,  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

[General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call] 
“18.2.10.1  Division  II  Championships  Exception.  During 
the  1991-92,  1992-93  and  1993-94  academic  years,  an  exist¬ 
ing  Division  II  championship  shall  not  be  canceled  due  to 
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that  division’s  failure  to  meet  the  minimum  percentai^H 
SonSwWp  requirements  for  maintaining  the 
onship.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the 
Membership  Structure).  . 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  If  a  number  of  DMsion  I  tn  DiWsion’ll,^ 

to  Division  II  or  eventually  are  rMiassiijed  m  Dmsion  11^^ 
cause  they  do  not  meet  the  new  Division  I  criteria  in  the  sp^ 
fied  period,  the  Division  11  membership  could  increase  to^M 
Doinf  where  the  Bylaw  18  sponsorship  mimmums  for  contm^ 
tion  of  championships  might  not  be  met  in  certain  s^rts. 
division  shouH  be  given  time  to  upgrade  the  sponsorship  levejCT 
the  division  in  such  sports.  V'MH^ 

Action:  Adopted  (732-7,  nine  abstentions),  roll-call  vote.  . 

NO  56  CHAMPIONSfflPS  OPPORTUNITIES- 

division  n 

Tntganf  To  specify  that  a  Division  II  member  instituti^  shall  Be 
Sble  onTfo^^^  Division  I  championship  in  a  sport  in  ^ 

Ssions  I^ and  111  offer  championships  and  Dmsion 
contingent  upon  Convention  adoption  of  other  membership 

structure  proposals.  . 

Bylaws:  Amend  20,8.2,  page  287,  as  follows;  .  rj 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] .  m 
“20  8  2  Division  II  Options  When  No  Division  II  Champions^> 

S'rut“v"e  y- “  "“  I 

[20.8.2.1  unchanged.] 

“20  8  2  2  ParUdpation  In  Diwsion  HI  Championship.  To  be  eligible  for  the 

in  cha  Jpionshi^n  such  a  sport,  the  DMsion  II  member  institution  ' 

meet  all  Division  HI  institutional  and  individual  eligibility  requirements  ^ 

Sion  HI  members. 

“208221  Limit  on  Division  III  Option  An  institution  classified  in  DivismH^ 
in  a  sport  Is  not  eligible  for  the  Division  HI  championship  in  that  if 
rident  sponsorship  exists  for  a  separate  Division  II  championship  in  m 

sport.” 

[20.8.2.3,  renumbered  as  20.8.2.2,  unchanged.]  || 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA. 
Membership  Structure).  ^ 
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Ive  Date:  September  1, 1992. 

ale:  The  Division  III  championships  should  be  reserved  for 
titutions  subscribing  fully  to  the  Division  III  philosophy  ot 
Jetics  in  all  of  their  sports. 

:  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions  (292-18,  seven  abstentions, 
rision  I;  145-35,  three  abstentions,  Division  II;  225-16,  Dm- 
a  III),  roll-call  vote. 

K  56-1  CHAMPIONSHIPS  OPPORTUNITIES— 

DIVISION  n 

^^posal  No.  56  by  adding  new  20.8.2.2,  renumbering  subse- 
mt  section,  as  follows: 

:Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

):8.2.2  Exception — Participation  in  Division  III  Ice 
ickey  Championship.  An  ice  hockey  program  sponsored 
a  Division  II  member  institution  may  compete  m  the 
vision  III  Ice  Hockey  Championship.” 

»:  Assumption  College;  Augsburg  College;  Bemidji  State  Uni- 
rsity;  Bethel  College  (Minnesota);  Concordia  College,  M(wr- 
ad;  Mankato  State  University;  St.  Mary’s  College  (Minnes^); 
liege  of  St.  Thomas  (Minnesota);  University  of  Wisconsin,  bau 
aire;  University  of  Wisconsin,  Stevens  Point,  and  University  ot 
sconsin,  Superior. 

i:  Defeated  by  all  three  divisions  (51-230,  35  abstentions,  Divi- 
»n  I;  58-110,  15  abstentions.  Division  11;  22-209,  12  absten- 
ns,  Division  HI),  roll-call  vote. 

X  56-2  CHAMPIONSHIPS  OPPORTUNITIES- 
DmsioN  n 

I  Proposal  No.  56  by  adding  new  20.8.2.2,  renumbering  subse- 
ent  section,  as  follows: 

Kc  [Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote,  roll  call] 

Isi  “20.8.2.2  Exception — Division  III  Ice  Hockey.  A  meml^r  of 
W  Division  H  may  petition  to  the  Division  III  Steering  Corn¬ 
et-  mittee  to  allow  its  ice  hockey  program  to  compete  for  the 
h'  Division  III  Ice  Hockey  Championship.  The  steering  com- 
KV'  mittee  shall  survey  all  Division  III  member  institutions 
that  sponsor  ice  hockey  to  determine  whether  those  insti¬ 
ll  ’  tutions  favor  such  classification  for  that  specific  member 
-  institution.  A  msgority  of  institutions  surveyed  must  ap- 
prove  the  petition  for  the  steering  committee  to  approve 
P"  ■  the  classification. 

“20.8.2.2.1  Length  of  Approval.  Steering  committee  ap- 
IJrf.  proval  shall  be  for  a  period  of  five  academic  yeap.  An 
institution  granted  such  approval  may  petition  r^ 
newal  of  its  approval  no  earlier  than  during  the  third 
Wp  year  of  the  five-year  period.” 
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Source:  Assumption  College;  Augsburg  College;  Bemidji  State  Uni- 
versity  Bethel  College  (Minnesota);  Concordia  College  Moor¬ 
head;  Hamline  University;  Mankato  State  University;  St.  Marys 
College  (Minnesota);  College  of  St.  Thomas  (Minnesota);  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Wisconsin.  Eau  Claire;  University  of  Wisconsin,  Stevens 
Point,  and  University  of  Wisconsin,  Superior. 

Action:  Defeated  by  all  three  divisions  (109-160.  39  abstentions,  Di¬ 
vision  I;  79-95,  10  abstentions.  Division  II;  84-140,  12  absten¬ 
tions,  Division  III),  roll-call  votes. 


NO.  57  RESOLUTION:  DIVISION  II  CHAMPIONSHIPS 
OPPORTUNITIES 


I  All  divisions,  common  vote,  roll  call! 

“'Whereas,  the  NCAA  Council  is  sponsoring  legislation  for  the 
1991  NCAA  Convention  that  would  prohibit  a  Division  II  institution 
from  being  eligible  for  the  Division  III  championsh^  in  a  sport  in 
which  Divisions  I  and  III  offer  championships  and  Division  II  does 
not,  effective  September  1,  1992  (Proposal  No.  56);  and 

“Whereas,  that  legislation,  if  adopted,  would  permit  Division  II 
institutions  in  the  sports  of  field  hockey,  men’s  ice  hockey  and  mens 
lacrosse  to  be  eligible  only  for  the  Division  I  championships  in  those 
sports;  and 

“Whereas,  the  requirements  set  forth  in  NCAA  Bylaw  18.2.3  do 
not  permit  Division  II  to  conduct  its  own  division  championships  in 
those  three  sports;  and  rA  •  • 

“Whereas,  the  additional  costs  involved  in  upgrading  a  Division 

II  sport  to  a  competitive  level  in  Division  I  are  appreciable,  especially 
in  the  sport  of  ice  hockey,  at  a  time  when  the  Association  is  empha¬ 
sizing  means  of  cost  reduction;  and 

“Whereas,  the  primary  purpose  of  the  Council 
ommended  by  the  Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  Member¬ 
ship  Structure,  is  to  reserve  Division  III  championships  for  Division 

III  institutions;  and 

“Whereas,  that  purpose,  while  worthy,  would  result  in  a  .situa¬ 
tion  in  which  Division  II  athletes  in  the  three  cited  sports  are  de¬ 
prived  of  a  meaningful  and  realistic  opportunity  for  postseason  com¬ 
petition; 

“Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  if  the  1991  Convention 
adopts  the  Council  proposal  in  this  regard,  the  NC^  Council  and 
the  NCAA  Executive  Committee  will  sponsor  legislation  for  consider¬ 
ation  at  the  1992  Convention  to  establish  an  exception  provision  in 
Bylaw  18.2.3  that  would  permit  the  establishment  of  Division  11 
championships  in  sports  in  which  Divisions  I  and  III  currently  have 
their  own  championships  and  Division  II  does  not;  and 

_  _  .  ,,  1.1 _ 1  QQO 


“Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  such  legislation  at  the  1992  Con¬ 
vention  will  limit  such  Division  II  championships  to  two  teams  and 
one  contest  in  each  of  the  affected  sports  and  will  include  provisions 
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■  Source:  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Executive  Committee. 
i  Action:  Adopted  (709-21,  six  abstentions),  roll-call  vote. 

J  *  NO.  58  RESOLUTION:  ACADEMIC  REQUIREMENTS 
^  [All  divisions,  common  vote] 

^  “Whereas,  the  NCAA  Presidents  Commission,  in  its  June  1990 
V  meeting,  reviewed  suggestions  submitted  by  a  group  of  Division  I 
conferences  that  would  strengthen  the  NCAA’s  academic  require- 
*  ments  in  Bylaw  14  for  both  initial  eligibility  and  continuing  eligibili- 
ty;  and 

“Whereas,  the  Commission  chose  not  to  sponsor  legislation  as 
suggested  because  it  continues  to  believe  that  it  is  inappropriate  to 
?  propose  modification  of  the  Association’s  academic  requirements 
I  until  the  results  of  ongoing  research  are  available;  and 
"•  “Whereas,  the  data  on  the  first  five-year  cohort  (1984-85  through 
'i  1988-89)  in  the  NCAA’s  study  regarding  the  academic  performance  of 
}.  student-athletes  are  now  available  for  review  and  therefore  can  lead 
j  to  informed  decisions  regarding  desirable  adjustments  in  the  Associ- 
1  ation’s  legislation  governing  academic  requirements  for  athletics  eli- 
i  Pbility; 

y  “Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  membership  di- 
'l.  rect  the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee  to  review  the  re- 
t  search  data  and  to  recommend  legislation  to  strengthen  the  current 
^  NCAA  requirements  for  both  initial  eligibility  and  continuing  eligi- 
X  bility;  and 

t,  “Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  the  committee  present  its  recom- 
mendations  for  review  by  the  Presidents  Commission  and  the  NCAA 
t  Council  in  their  respective  meetings  in  April  1991,  and  that  the 
Commission  and/or  the  Council  submit  legislation  to  strengthen  the 
f  academic  requirements  for  action  at  the  1992  NCAA  Convention.” 

J  Source:  NCAA  Presidents  Commission  and  NCAA  Council. 

"j  Action:  Adopted. 

:  General 


NO.  59  RESOLUTION:  ATHLETICS  CERTIFICATION 
[All  divisions,  common  vote] 

“Whereas,  in  the  past  few  years,  interest  has  been  expressed  in 
developing  a  means  of  evaluating  an  intercollegiate  athletics  pro¬ 
gram  to  enhance  the  institutional  self-study  and  evaluation  required 
by  NCAA  Constitution  6.3  and  to  be  done  independently  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation’s  enforcement  program;  and 

“Whereas,  the  NCAA  Council  and  NCAA  Presidents  Commission 
have  endorsed  the  concept  of  an  athletics  certification  program  to  re¬ 
view  various  aspects  of  an  institution’s  intercollegiate  athletics  pro¬ 
gram,  including  the  commitment  to  compliance  with  NCAA  rules;  and 
“W/iereo.'?,  a  pilot  certification  program  has  been  undertaken  by 
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the  NCAA  compliance  services  department  staff  and  will  involve 
more  tl^n  40  Division  I  member  institutions  over  the  next  18 

‘'Whereas  a  mandatory  certification  or  accreditation 
intercollegiate  athletics  is  being  considered  and  recommended  from 

variety  of  sources;  . 

“Now  Therefore.  Be  It  Resolved,  that  a  progress  report  on  the 
NCAA  pilot  intercollegiate  athletics  certification 
the^92  NCAA  Contention  and  that  legislation  be  submitted  for 
ronsideration  at  the  1993  Convention  to  establish  a  rnandatory  certi 
SoHro^ am  ^  the  Council  determines  such  action  to  be  appro- 
priate  after  a  review  of  the  pilot  program. 

Source;  NCAA  Council  (Committee  on  Review  and  Planning). 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  60  CONFERENCE  VOTING  PRIVILEGES 
Intent:  To  eliminate  conference  voting  privileges. 

A.  Constitution;  Amend  3.3.2.1  and  3.3.2.2,  pages  11*12,  as  follows. 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“3321  Privileges  of  Member  Conferences.  Member  conferences 
shall  be  entitled  to  all  of  the  privileges  of  active  ^®^bers  except 
the  right  to  vote  on  issues  before  the  Association  an  the 
right  to  compete  as  such  in  NCAA  championships. 

[3  3.2.2  deleted.] 

B.  Constitution;  Amend  5.1.3,  pages  28*29,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“5,1.3  Convention  Delegates 

“5  1.3.1  Institutional  and  Conference  Delegates 

‘‘5  13.1  1  With  Voting  Privileges.  Each  active  member  and  each 
member  conference  with  voting  pnvileges  as  specified  in  f  ^  ^ 

be  entitled  to  one  vote  and  may  be  represented  by  one  to 
four  accredited  delegates. 

“5  1  3  1.2  Without  Voting  Privileges  Each  member  conference  without  vot¬ 
ing  privileges  shall  be  entitled  to  one  accredited  delegate  without  voting 

privileges  . 

“5.1.3.2  Conference  Delegates.  Each  member  confer¬ 
ence  may  be  represented  by  one  to  four  accredited 
delegates  without  voting  privileges. 

15,1.3.2  through  5. 1.3. 5,  renumbered  as  5. 1.3.3  through 
5. 1.3.6,  unchanged.] 

Source;  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date;  Immediately. 

RaHrtnale*  Since  conference  memberships  vary  in  size,  it  is  equi¬ 
table  to  eliminate  all  conference  votes  in  favor  of  institutional 

voting  only. 
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Action:  Defeated. 

NO  61  RULES  COMMITTEES  WITHOJOT 

CHAMPIONSHIPS  ADMINISTRATION 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Intent:  To  specify  that  the  establishment  of  P^aymg  ^ 

committLs  without  championships  responsibilities  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  final  authority  of  the  Executive  Committee. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.4.1.3,  page  312,  as  follows: 

(Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“214  13  Duties.  Subject  to  the  final  authority  of  the  Executive  Committee. 
eEach  rules  committee  shall  establish  and  ®^ort 

play  In  its  sport  consistent  with  the  sound 

and^ of  such  character  as  to  ensure  good  sportsmanship  a safe 
participation  by  the  competitors.  These  playing  rules  shall  b 
common  for  all  divisions  of  the  Association,  and  differences 
among  the  divisions  shall  not  be  permitted. 

[Note:  21.3.4, 2*(c).  21.3.5.2-(c)  and  21.3.6.2-(c)  would  be  revised 
editorially  to  exclude  playing  rules  maintained  by  these  commi  - 
tees.] 

Source-  Augustana  College  (Illinois);  Denison  University;  Mississip* 
pi  Conefef  Oregon  State  University;  University 
foioxvilk;  Texas*  A&I  University;  University  of  Southern  Cahfor- 
nia  University  of  Washington;  Washington  State  University, 
West  Chester  University  of  Pennsylvania,  and  two  other  mem¬ 
ber  institutions. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale;  This  proposal  will  return  the  final  authority  over  playing 
rules  to  the  sports  rules  committees  without 
sponsibilities  (baseball,  men’s  basketball,  womens  basketbaU^ 
football,  men’s  ice  hockey,  mens  and  wornens  ® 

expertise  in  their  sports.  The  sponsors  believe  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee  authority  may  have  been  overlooked  by  most  me^ 
it  was  included  in  the  consent  package  at  the  1?88  Convention  u 
will  relieve  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  task  °^bemg  ?e  fi 
authority  over  the  establishment  and  maintenance 
playing  rules  in  the  areas  of  player  safety,  financial 
imSe  of  the  sport  in  baseball,  men’s  and  women  s  basketball, 
football,  men’s  ice  hockey,  and  men’s  and  women  s  soccer. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  62  PLAYING  RULES 

Intent:  To  permit  a  membership  division  to  adopt  playing  rules  that 
are  not  common  to  all  divisions. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  21.4.1.3,  page  312.  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21.4.1.3  Duties.  Subject  to  the  final  authority  of  the  Executive 
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Committee  each  rules  committee  shall  establish  and  maintain  < 
rules  of  play  in  its  sport  consistent  with  the  sound  traditions  of  ■ 
Ihfsmrt  and  of  such  character  as  to  ensure  |Md  sportsmanship  f 
and  Lfe  participation  by  the  competitors.  These  rule  , 

shall  be  common  for  all  divisions  of  the  Association,  and,  , 

that  a  division  may  approve  a  different  rule  J”  ! 

that  division  by  a  majority  vote  of  that  division 
nual  Convention.  Differences  among  the  divisions  shall  "orbe 
permitted  if  approved  at  the  annual  Convention  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  vote  of  the  division  to  which  the  rule  change 

applies.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.5. 1 .5.2,  page  308.  as  follows;  j 

(Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  votel 
“21.5.1.5.2  Rules  of  Play.  Subject  to  the  final  authority  of  ^  Ex-  ; 
ecutive  Committee,  each  rules  committee  shall  establish  and 
maintain  rules  of  play  in  its  sport  consistent  with  the  sound  tra-  j 
diUons  of  the  sport  and  of  such  character  as  to  ensure  good 
<;nortsmanship  and  safe  participation  by  the  competitors.  These 
pCngreles  shall  be  common  for  all  divisions  of  the  AssociaUon. 
anerhowever,  differences  among  the  divisions  shall  not  be  permit 
S  STapproVed  at  the  annual  Convention  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  division  to  which  the  rule  change  applies. 

Source:  All  26  members  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate 
Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Currently,  the  Executive  Committee  approves  com- 

mittee  recommendations  that  sometimes  have  substantial  finan¬ 
cial  implications  and  that  impact  ncgatirely 
Division  III  members  on  the  Executive  Committee,  while  vocal 
can  never  carry  the  day  on  a  vote  because  of  their  numbers^  This 
amendment  wLld  allow  the  division  meinbers  to  express  them¬ 
selves.  For  example,  the  Division  III  membership  could  decide  to 
stay  with  the  football  goal  posts  as  they  currently  exist  and/or  not 
require  visible  time  clocks  at  each  end  of  the  lield. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  63  RESOLUTION:  PLAYING  RULES 
(All  divisions,  common  vote} 

"Whereas,  the  NCAA  Council  realizes  that  there  are  practical 
and  philosophical  differences  among  the  Association  s  membership 
divisions  in^he  administration  of  their  institutions  athletics  pro- 

NCAA  Bylaws  21.4.1.3  and  21.5.1.5.2  require  that  the 
playing  rules  shall  be  common  for  all  divisions  of  the  Association  and 
"Whereas,  a  number  of  member  institutions  have  expressed  con¬ 
cern  that  changes  in  playing  rules  can  have  an  ^ 

participation  rates  and  the  financial 

a  particular  division;  for  example,  recent  decisions  by  the  NCAA 
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Football  Rules  Committee  concerning  football  goal  po.sts  and  time 
clocks  would  be  costly  for  the  football-playing  members  of  Division 
111,  and  recent  changes  in  the  substitution  rule  by  the  NCAA  Soccer 
Rules  Committee  may  restrict  the  number  of  participants  in  a  soccer 
game:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Council  recognizes  the  importance  of  establishing 
and  maintaining  rules  of  play  consistent  with  the  sound  traditions  of 
the  sport  and  of  such  character  as  to  ensure  good  sportsmanship  and 
safe  participation  by  competitors:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Council  also  believes  there  is  a  need  for  flexibility 
in  the  administration  of  playing  rules  to  accommodate  the  financial 
and  participatory  concerns  in  a  specific  membership  division; 

"Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  Executive  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  division  championships  committees  and  those  sports 
committees  with  playing-rules  responsibilities  be  directed  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  feasibility  and  desirability  of  developing  more  flexibility  in 
playing  rules  to  accommodate  the  differences  in  the  Associations 
membership  divisions  and,  if  appropriate,  to  recommend  proposed 
legislation  for  Council  sponsorship  at  the  1992  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source;  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee). 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  64  AWARDS— NCAA  CHAMPIONSHIPS 

Intent:  To  permit  student-athletes  to  receive  awards  from  the  Asso¬ 
ciation  for  participation  in  an  NCAA  championship  event  with¬ 
out  limitations  on  the  value  of  the  awards. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.1.4.2.1  and  add  new  16.1.4.2.2,  page  162,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

(Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote) 

“16.1.4.2.1  Number  and  Value  of  Awards.  The  total  value  of  any 
single  award  to  any  one  student-athlete  for  a  special  event  m^ay 
not  exceed  $300,  except  awards  presented  by  the  Associa¬ 
tion  to  student-athletes  for  participation  in  NCAA  cham¬ 
pionship  events  per  16,1.4.2.2  and  for  most- valuable-player 
awards,  the  values  of  which  are  limited  per  16  1.4,2.3.16.1.4.2.4.  Multiple 
awards  may  be  presented  only  by  the  institution  and  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  event  if  the  total  value  of  all  awards  presented 
for  participation  in  the  meet  (e.g.,  a  multievent  winner  in  a  gym¬ 
nastics  or  track  and  field  meet)  or  in  honor  of  the  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  achievement  does  not  exceed  $300. 

“16.1.4.2.2  NCAA  Championships  Participation.  Awards 
presented  by  the  Association  to  student-athletes  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  any  NCAA  championship  event  are  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  any  limitation  on  the  value  of  the  award.  Addition¬ 
al  awards  presented  by  an  institution  to  its  student- 
athletes  for  participation  in  an  NCAA  championship 
event  are  permitted,  provided  the  total  of  any  and  all 
awards  from  the  institution  does  not  exceed  $300.” 
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Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  I  Men’s  Basketball  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  An  NCAA  championship  event  is  the  type  of  special  event 
for  which  member  institutions  often  provide  awards  to  its  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  are  participants.  Because  the  Association  otUn 
provides  awards  to  participants  that  approximate  or  exceed  the 
current  $300  combined  limit,  an  institution  is  not  able  to  provide 
its  student-athletes  with  awards  for  participation  in  the  event.  In 
addition,  the  Association  wishes  to  provide  awards  to  reco^ize 
the  significance  of  the  student-athletes  achievements  without 
any  constraints  on  the  value  of  such  an  award.  Th^  legislation 
will  allow  the  Association  to  provide  awards  for  participation  in 
an  NCAA  championship  event  without  regard  to  any  value  limits 
and  allow  institutions  to  provide  additional  awards  for  partiapa- 
tion  in  an  NCAA  championship  event,  provided  the  value  of  any 
and  all  institutional  awards  does  not  exceed  $300. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO  65  FORMAL  INVITATIONS— CERTIFIED 

POSTSEASON  FOOTBALL  GAMES 

Intent:  To  eliminate  restrictions  against  formal  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  representatives  of  certified  postseason  football  games  and 
representatives  of  member  institutions. 

Bylaws:  Delete  18.7.4.  pages  268-269,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-A  football  onlyl 

“18  74  Restrictions  on  Game  Negotiations 

“18  74  1  Bowl  Representatives  An  official  or  unofficial  representative  or  agent 
of  a  certified  postseason  football  game  shall  not  extend  formally  an  invitation  to 
participate  In  its  game  to  a  representative  of  a  member  institution  (including  ‘ts 
administrators,  faculty,  athletics  staff  members,  conference  offiaals.  representa¬ 
tives  of  Its  athletics  interests  or  student-athletes)  from  August  i  to. 

“(a)  The  conclusion  of  a  member  Institution  s  football  game  on  the  Saturday  fol¬ 
lowing  the  third  Tuesday  in  November,  or 
“  (b)  Six  p.m.  local  time  on  the  same  date,  whichever  is  earlier 

“18.7.4. 1-1  Exemption  The  provisions  of  18  74.1  shall  not  apply  to  contact 
by  a  representative  or  agent  of  a  certified  postseason  football  game  with  a 
member  institution  that  has  its  teams  participation  in  such  a  game  deter¬ 
mined  by  its  conference  rather  than  by  the  sponsoring  agency  of  the  game 
“  1 8. 7.4. 1 2  Penalty  If  the  management  of  the  certified  game  violates  this 
provision,  it  shall  return  to  the  Assoaation  a  percentage  (not  to  exceed  50 
percent)  of  its  share  of  gross  receipts  from  the  contest  (that  were  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  30  8.9  and  31.5. 1).  with  the  amount  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Postseason  Football  Subcommittee  of  the  Special  Events 
Committee  and  approved  by  the  Council. 

“18.7.4.2  Institution.  A  representative  of  a  member  institution  (including  its  ad¬ 
ministrators.  faculty,  athletics  staff  members,  conference  officials,  representatives 
of  Its  athletics  interests  or  student-athletes)  shall  not  accept  formally  any  invita¬ 
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tion  from  any  official  or  unofficial  representative  or  agent  of  a  certified  postsea¬ 
son  football  game,  from  August  1  to. 

“(a)  The  conclusion  of  its  football  game  on  the  Saturday  following  the  third 
Tuesday  in  November,  or 

“(b)  Six  p.m  local  time  on  the  same  date,  whichever  is  earlier. 

“18.742.1  Exemption.  A  member  institution  that  has  its  team's  participa¬ 
tion  in  such  a  game  determined  by  its  conference  rather  than  by  the  spon¬ 
soring  agency  of  the  game  shall  be  exempt  from  this  provision. 

“l8  7.4  2.2  Penally.  A  member  institution  that  violates  18.74  2  shall  be 
prohibited  from  participating  in  any  postseason  football  game  for  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  two  years.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Events  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  NCAA  Special  Events  Committee  has  concluded, 
based  upon  past  experience  and  current  practices,  that  current 
restrictions  against  the  formal  negotiations  that  may  occur  be¬ 
tween  a  representative  of  a  certified  postseason  football  game 
and  representatives  of  a  member  institution  are  ineffective  and 
unnecessary. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  66  MEMBERSHIP  REQUIREMENTS— DIVISION  I 

Intent:  To  require  Division  I  member  institutions  to  graduate  a  min¬ 
imum  of  50  percent  of  their  student-athletes  who  receive  athleti¬ 
cally  related  financial  aid  in  football,  basketball  and  other  sports 
used  to  meet  minimum  sports  sponsorship  requirements. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.9  by  adding  new  20.9.3,  page  288,  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“20.9.3  Minimum  Academic  Requirements.  A  member  of 
Division  I  shall  graduate  a  minimum  of  50  percent  of  its 
student-athletes  receiving  athletically  related  financial 
aid,  pursuant  to  Bylaw  15,  in  those  sports  that  are  uti¬ 
lized  in  meeting  an  institution’s  minimum  sports  sponsor¬ 
ship  requirement  based  on  Bylaw  20.9.4.  Men’s  and 
women’s  basketball  and  football  (if  sponsored  as  Division 
I  sports)  must  be  included  in  the  ^aduation-rate  compu¬ 
tation  as  additional  sports  even  if  these  sports  are  not 
used  to  meet  minimum  sports  sponsorship  requirements. 
The  formula  used  to  ascertain  compliance  with  this  mini¬ 
mum  academic  requirement  will  be  the  ‘defined’  gradua¬ 
tion  rate  specified  in  Bylaw  30.1.1.5. 

“20.9.3.1  Probationary  Periods.  Failure  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  shall  result  in  a  probationary  period  not 
to  exceed  one  academic  year.  Failure  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  a  second  straight  year  shall  result  in 
disqualification  from  active  Division  I  membership.  A 
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disqualified  institution  must  then  follow  the  sp^ified 
procedures  to  be  reinstated  as  an  active  member  in 
Division  I.” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference. 
Effective  Date:  August  1,  1994. 

Rationale:  The  sponsors  believe  that  the  legislative  proposals  of  the 
Special  Committee  to  Review  the  NCAA  N^mbership  Structure 
have  focused  only  on  the  segments  of  the  Division  I  philosophy 
statement  dealing  with  sports  sponsorship  and  related  issues, 
including  financial  aid,  scheduling,  etc.  This  minimum  academic 
requirement  legislative  proposal  remedies  this  oversight  and  fo¬ 
cuses  restructuring  issues  in  terms  of  academics  and  athletics, 
which  is  the  underlying  basis  for  NCAA  operations.  Tne  spon¬ 
sors  strongly  believe  that  academic  requirements  .should  be 
Given  as  much  attention  as  sports  sponsorship  issues  when  the 
membership  is  reviewing  the  structure  of  Division  I.  Continued 
emphasis  on  sports  sponsorship  will  only  lead  to  a  continued 
misconception  that  the  NCAA  is  not  concerned  with  the  academ¬ 
ic  progress  of  student-athletes.  If  increased  funding  is  necessary 
in  Division  I,  it  should  be  designated  to  improve  the  academic 
progress  of  student-athletes  and  not  only  on  additional  funding 
of  sports.  This  legislative  proposal  will  help  focus  the  member¬ 
ship  to  better  address  the  issue  of  poor  graduation  rates  ol  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  certain  Division  I  programs. 

Action:  Defeated. 

NO.  67  MEN’S  ICE  HOCKEY  COACHING  STAFF 
LIMITATIONS 

Intent:  In  the  sport  of  Division  I  men’s  ice  hockey,  to  designate  the 
number  of  permissible  coaches,  to  identify  the  full-time  coaches 
who  may  recruit  and  evaluate  prospects  off  campus,  and  to  spec¬ 
ify  that  part-time  assistant  coaches  are  subject  to  the  same  com¬ 
pensation  and  remuneration  limitations  applicable  to  part-time 
coaches  in  other  sports. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.6,  pages  53-56,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  onlyl 

“11.6  LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  NUMBER  AND  DUTIES  OF 
COACHES 

The  provisions  of  this  section  apply  to  those  sports  that  have 
adopted  limitations  related  to  the  number  and  duties  of  coaches. 
They  are; 

“Football,  Division  1-A 
“Football.  Division  I-AA 
“Basketball,  Division  I 

“Men’s  Ice  Hockey,  Division  I 

[11.6.1  through  11.6.4  unchanged.) 

“11.6.5  Men’s  Ice  Hockey 

“11.6.5.1  Number  Limits  by  Category 
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“Head  coach  1 

“Full'time  assistant  coaches  2 

“Other  coaches  1 

“11.6.5.2  Weight  or  Strength  Coach.  No  individual 
other  than  coaches  designated  in  the  coaching  cate* 
gories  set  forth  in  11.5.6.1  may  participate  in  any  man* 
ner  in  the  coaching  of  the  intercollegiate  team  of  a 
member  institution  during  any  men’s  ice  hockey 
game,  practice  or  other  organized  activity  except  that 
a  weight  (strength  and  conditioning)  coach  may  con¬ 
duct  flexibility,  warm-up  and  physical  conditioning 
activities  prior  to  any  game  and  prior  to  or  during  any 
practice  or  other  organized  activities  without  being 
included  in  the  limitations  on  number  of  coaches. 
“11.6.5.3  Contact  and  Evaluation  of  Prospects  Limited 
to  Full-Time  Coaches.  Only  those  coaches  who  are 
counted  by  the  institution  within  the  numerical  limi¬ 
tations  on  full-time  head  and  assistant  coaches  may 
contact  or  evaluate  prospective  student-athletes  off 
campus.  The  institution  shall  certify  those  individu¬ 
als  who  fall  within  these  number  limitations  and  are 
thereby  permitted  to  contact  or  evaluate  prospective 
student-athletes  off  campus.” 

Source:  Boston  College,  Boston  University,  University  of  Lowell, 
University  of  Maine,  Merrimack  College,  University  of  New 
Hampshire,  Northeastern  University  and  Providence  College. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  The  purpose  is  to  place  a  cap  on  the  number  of  coaches 
that  may  he  employed  by  Division  I  institutions  in  the  sport  of 
ice  hockey  At  the  present  time,  the  numbers  vary  from  one  insti¬ 
tution  to  another.  A  cap  will  eliminate  the  pressures  of  “keeping 
up  with  the  Joneses”  and  will  provide  a  relative  degree  of  finan¬ 
cial  stability.  It  will  provide  the  same  competitive  opportunities 
for  all  teams  that  are  affected  by  the  numbers  of  coaches  avail¬ 
able.  Further,  and  most  significantly,  the  provision  of  four  coach¬ 
es  recognizes  that  ice  hockey  is  a  sport  of  great  importance  at  af¬ 
fected  institutions  and  that  coaches  in  that  sport  often  are 
involved  in  fund-raising  and  other  public  activities  on  the  same 
level  as  coaches  in  football  and  basketball. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I. 
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NO.  68  RESOLUTION:  STUDENT-ATHLETE 

ELIGIBILITY  RELATED  TO  PROFESSIONAL 
DRAFT  AND  INVOLVEMENT  IN 
NEGOTIATIONS 

[All  divisions,  common  votel 
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'‘Whereas,  the  eligibility  rules  of  the  National  Football  League 
and  the  National  Basketball  Association  require  student- athletes 
with  intercollegiate  eligibility  remaining  m  the  sports  of  football  and 
basketball  to  ask  to  be  placed  on  a  draft  list  in  order  to  be  considered 
for  those  professional  leagues’  drafts;  and 

“Whereas,  NCAA  rules  permit  student-athletes  to  pursue  profes¬ 
sional  sports  opportunities  at  any  time  during  their  collegiate  enroll¬ 
ment;  and 

“Whereas,  in  order  to  make  considered  decisions  about  such  op¬ 
portunities,  student-athletes  need  to  have  informatiori  concerning 
their  value  in  the  professional  athletics  marketplace,  and 

“Whereas,  currently,  student-athletes  who  voluntarily  enter  a 
professional  draft  are  ineligible  to  participate  further  in  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics  in  that  sport  even  if  they  are  not  drafted  by  a  profes¬ 
sional  team; 

“Now  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  Professiona 
Sports  Likison  Committee  and  the  NCAA  Committee  on  Financial 
Aid  and  Amateurism  be  directed  to  develop  ^®8islati^  for  sponsor¬ 
ship  by  the  NCAA  Council  and  consideration  at  the  1992  NCj^  Con¬ 
vention  that  would  permit  student-athletes  to  enter  a  professional 
draft  without  immediately  forgoing  all  future  intercollegiate  eligibili¬ 
ty  in  that  sport.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  69  AMATEURISM 

Intent:  To  preclude  a  student-athlete  from  maintaining  amateur 
status  in  one  sport  while  being  a  professional  in  another  sport. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.3  and  12.1.4,  page  59,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote) 

“12  1  3  Professionalism.  An  individual  is  not  eligible  for  partici¬ 
pation  in  an  intercollegiate  sport  if  that  individual  ever  has  been 
a  professional  in  that  any  sport.  An  individual  becomes  a  profes¬ 
sional  if  he  or  she: 

“(a)  Signs  a  contract  or  commitment  of  any  kind  to  participate  in 
professional  athletics  in  that  any  sport,  regardless  of  its  legal 
enforceability  or  any  consideration  received; 

“(b)  Participates  on  a  team  and  knows  (or  had  reason  to  know) 
that  the  team  is  a  professional  athletics  team  (per  12.02.5) 
in  that  any  sport,  or 

“(c)  Receives,  directly  or  indirectly,  a  salapr,  reimbursement  of 
expenses  or  any  other  form  of  financial  assistance  from  a 
professional  organization  in  that  any  sport  based  upon  ath¬ 
letics  skill  or  participation,  except  as  permitted  by  the  Asso¬ 
ciation’s  legislation. 

“  1.4  Amateur  Status  if  Professional  in  Another  Sport.  A  professional  athlete  in  one 

sport  may  represent  a  memoer  institution  in  a  different  sport  However,  the  student-ath- 
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late  cannot  receive  institutional  finanaal  assistance  in  the  second  sport  unless  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete: 

“(a)  Is  no  longer  involved  in  professional  athletics. 

“(b)  Is  not  receiving  any  remuneration  from  a  professional  sports  organization,  and 
“(c)  Has  no  active  contractual  relationship  with  any  professional  athletics  team.  How¬ 
ever,  an  individual  may  remain  bound  by  an  option  clause  in  a  professional 
sports  contract  that  requires  assignment  to  a  particular  team  if  the  student-aUi- 
tele’s  profession^  career  is  resumed. 

“  12  1.4. 1  Professional  at  Later  Date.  If  the  individual  later  becomes  involved  in  profes¬ 
sional  atnietics  while  stilt  a  student-athlete  with  remaining  eligibility,  the  individual 
would  be  considered  to  have  violated  the  pnndples  of  ethical  conduct  per  Bylaw  10, 
thus  rendenng  the  individual  ineligible  for  intercollegiate  competition. 

[Note:  Appropriate  editorial  changes  will  be  made  throughout 
Bylaw  12.) 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  A  professional  athlete  in  one  sport  is  a  professional  who 
often  has  an  agent.  To  permit  this  individual  to  participate  with 
amateurs  in  a  different  sport  creates  a  double  standard. 

Action:  Defeated. 

NO.  70  PREEIVROLLMENT  TRAINING  EXPENSES 

Intent:  To  permit  an  individual  to  receive  actual  and  necessary 
training  expenses  from  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  or  the  ap¬ 
propriate  national  governing  body  without  affecting  the  individ¬ 
ual’s  amateur  status. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.2  by  adding  new  12.1.2.1,  page  59,  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

(Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“12.1.2.1  Exception  for  Training  Prior  to  Collegiate  En¬ 
rollment.  Prior  to  initial,  full-time  collegiate  enrollment, 
an  individual  may  receive  actual  and  necessary  expenses 
to  cover  developmental  training,  coaching,  facility  usage, 
equipment,  apparel,  supplies,  comprehensive  health  in¬ 
surance,  travel,  room  and  board  without  jeopardizing  the 
individual’s  eligibility  for  intercollegiate  athletics,  pro¬ 
vided  such  expenses  are  approved  and  provided  directly 
by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  (USOC)  or  the  appropri¬ 
ate  national  governing  body  (NGB)  in  the  sport.  Subse¬ 
quent  to  collegiate  enrollment,  the  receipt  of  such  ex¬ 
penses  must  be  consistent  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  in  12.1.2  and  16.11.1.4.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Amateurism 
Issues). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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Rationale:  The  NCAA  Special  Committee  to  Review  Amateurism  Is¬ 
sues  has  identified  the  importance  of  supporting  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  athletes  at  all  levels,  rather  than  just  the  development 
of  “elite”  athletes.  The  special  subcommittee  formulated  this 
“clean  slate”  proposal  to  encourage  the  developrnent  of  athletes 
at  young  ages  who  eventually  would  participate  in  NCAA  inter¬ 
collegiate  athletics  programs  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  prevent 
abuses  that  conflict  with  the  Association’s  basic  amateurism  and 
recruiting  privileges.  Numerous  national  governing  bodies  and 
the  National  Federation  of  State  High  School  Associations  have 
expressed  their  support  for  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO.  71  DEVELOPMENTAL  TRAINING  EXPENSES 

Intent:  To  permit  an  individual  to  receive  developmental  training 
expenses  from  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  or  the  appropriate 
national  governing  body  during  summer  vacation,  even  if  the 
training  program  does  not  include  competition,  without  affecting 
the  individual’s  amateur  status. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.2  by  adding  new  12.1.2.1,  page  59,  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

“12.1.2.1  Exception  for  Developmental  Training  Programs. 
An  individual  may  receive  actual  and  necessary  expenses 
for  developmental  training  programs  conducted  and  su¬ 
pervised  by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  (USOC)  or  the 
appropriate  national  governing  body  (NGB),  even  if  the 
programs  include  no  competition,  provided  the  programs 
are  conducted  during  the  individual’s  summer  academic 
vacation  period.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Committee  to  Review  Amateurism 
Issues). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Current  NCAA  amateurism  legislation  has  been  inter¬ 
preted  to  permit  individuals  to  receive  developmental  training 
expenses  only  when  the  training  directly  relates  to  upcoming 
competition  in  which  the  individual  will  represent  the  amateur 
sports  organization  that  has  provided  the  expenses.  As  a  result, 
it  appears  that  certain  organizations  and  national  governing 
bodies  have  scheduled  and  conducted  bo^s  competition  against 
outside  teams  at  the  end  of  training  periods  to  satisfy  the  inter¬ 
pretation,  This  legislation  would  not  conflict  with  the  individu¬ 
al’s  academic  interests  and  would  encourage  the  development  of 
athletics  at  all  age  levels.  Possible  recruiting  advantages  could 
be  controlled  by  the  national  governing  bodies  and  by  coaches 
from  other  member  institutions. 

Action:  Adopted. 
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NO.  72  CONFERENCE  PROMOTIONAL  ACTIVITIES 

Intent:  To  permit  a  member  conference  to  utilize  a  student-athlete’s 
name,  picture  or  appearance  to  support  its  charitable  or  educa¬ 
tional  activities  or  to  support  activities  considered  incidental  to 
the  student-athlete’s  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.5.1.1,  pages  63-64,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote] 

12.5.1.1  Institutional,  Charitable  or  Educational  Promotions.  A 
member  institution  or  recognized  entity  thereof  (e.g.,  fraternity, 
sorority  or  student  government  organization),  a  member  con¬ 
ference  or  a  noninstitutional  charitable  or  educational  agency 
may  use^  the  student-athlete  s  name,  picture  or  appearance  to 
support  its  charitable  or  educational  activities  or  to  support  ac¬ 
tivities  considered  incidental  to  the  student- athlete’s  participa¬ 
tion  in  intercollegiate  athletics,  provided  the  following  condi¬ 
tions  are  met:” 

[Remainder  of  12.5.1.1  unchanged.] 

Source;  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale;  It  is  desirable  to  permit  a  conference  to  utilize  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  name  or  picture  in  the  manner  that  is  currently 
permitted  for  the  institution,  a  recognized  entity  thereof  (e.g., 
fraternity,  sorority  or  student  government  organization)  or  a 
noninstitutional  charitable  or  educational  agency,  inasmuch  as 
the  conference  would  be  significantly  more  concerned  with  pro¬ 
tecting  the  interests  of  its  athletics  departments  and  student- 
athletes  than  a  fraternity,  sorority,  student  government  group, 
or  noninstitutional  charitable  or  educational  organization. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Eligibility 

NO.  73  SEASONS  OF  COMPETITION 

Intent;  To  permit  a  student-athlete  to  earn  a  fifth  season  of  intercol- 
legiate  competition  (in  Division  I,  a  fourth  season  for  nonquali- 
flers^  and  partial  qualifiers)  provided  the  student  presents  the 
specified  academic  credentials  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  aca¬ 
demic  year  following  initial  full-time  enrollment. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.2,  pages  104-108,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“14.2  SEASONS  OF  COMPETITION:  FIVE-YEAR/IO-SEMES- 
TER  RULE 

“The  student-athlete  shall  not  engage  in  more  than  four  seasons 
of  intercollegiate  competition  in  any  one  sport  (see  14.02.6),  ex¬ 
cept  as  provided  in  14.2.1.  An  institution  shall  not  permit  a 
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student-athlete  to  represent  it  in  intercollegiate  competition  un¬ 
less  the  individual  completes  all  of  his  or  her  seasons  of  partici¬ 
pation  in  all  sports  within  the  time  periods  specified  below: 
*‘14.2.1  Fifth  Season  of  Competition.  A  fifth  season 
tercollegiate  competition  shall  be  granted  to  a  student- 
athlete  (in  Division  I,  a  fourth  season  of  comj^tition  sh^ 
be  granted  to  a  nonqualifier  or  partial  quahner),  provid¬ 
ed  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  academic  year  follow- 
ing  the  student-athlete’s  initial  full-time  colle^  ate  enroll- 
mint,  the  student-athlete  has  completed  satisfactorily  a 
minimum  of  104  semester  or  156  quarter  units  applicable 
toward  a  specific  baccalaureate  degree  program  at  the 
certifying  institution  or  is  within  24  semester  or  36  gar¬ 
ter  units  of  graduating  with  a  baccalaureate  degree  from 
the  certifying  institution.  This  provision  shall  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  member  conferences  of  the  j^sociatmn  or, 
in  the  case  of  an  independent  member  institution,  by  the 
NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee.” 

[14.2.1  through  14.2.5,  renumbered  as  14.2.2  through  14.2.6,  un¬ 
changed.! 

Source;  Boise  State  University;  McNeese  State  University;  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Nevada,  Reno;  University  of  North  Texas;  Northeast 
Louisiana  University;  Northeastern  University;  Northern  An- 
zona  University,  and  University  of  Texas,  Arlington. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1992. 

Rationale:  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  should  increase  graduation 
rates,  reduce  costs,  reduce  time  demands  on  student- athletes, 
and  reconcile  the  current  inconsistency  between  satisfactory- 
progress  and  seasons-of-competition  legislation.  It  also  should 
treat  positively  such  issues  as  the  degree  of  freshman  involve- 
ment,  redshirting  and  administration  of  hardship  waivers.  Stu¬ 
dent-athletes  should  be  motivated  to  perform  academically  and 
rewarded  for  positioning  themselves  for  graduation.  Academic 
performance  over  and  above  remaining  eligibility  will  be  a  vehi¬ 
cle  to  greater  athletics  opportunity.  Scholarship  costs  should  de¬ 
crease  relative  to  the  number  of  nonparticipating  fifth-year 
grants  currently  funded.  Recruiting  costs  should  decrease  as  in¬ 
stitutions  turn  over  fewer  student- athletes.  Student-athletes 
will  be  afforded  an  opportunity  for  a  longer  period  of  time  m 
which  to  achieve  their  athletics  and  academic  objectives  The 
pressure  on  student-athletes  to  graduate  in  four  years  whi  e  si¬ 
multaneously  devoting  much  of  their  time  to  athletics  should  be 
reduced.  Finally,  a  degree  of  consistency  would  be  realized  be¬ 
tween  satisfactory-progress  and  seasons-of-competition  legisla¬ 
tion.  Our  current  system  often  encourages  student-athletes  to 
maintain  their  athletics  eligibility  at  a  rate  of  academic  perfor¬ 
mance  well  short  of  graduation  in  four  years.  This  proposal  also 
acknowledges  that  a  shrinking  minority  of  all  students  who 
graduate  do  so  in  four  years. 


Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  74  INDIVIDUAL  ELIGIBILITY— USE  OF  BANNED 
DRUGS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  all  student-athletes  who  test  positive  for  a 
banned  drug  during  an  initial  positive  drug  test  will  lose  one 
season  of  competition  during  their  period  of  ineligibility. 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.4.1.5.1,  page  265,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“18.4.1.5.1  Duration  of  Ineligibility.  A  student-athlete  who  tests 
positive  (in  accordance  with  the  testing  methods  authorized  by 
the  Executive  Committee)  shall  be  charged  with  the  loss  of 
one  season  of  competition  in  all  sports  and  shall  remain 
ineligible  for  all  regular-season  and  postseason  competition  dur¬ 
ing  the  time  period  ending  one  calendar  year  after  the  student- 
athlete’s  positive  drug  test,  and  until  the  student-athlete  retests 
negative  (in  accordance  with  the  testing  methods  authorized  by 
the  Executive  Committee)  and  the  student-athlete’s  eligibility  is 
restored  by  the  Eligibility  Committee.  If  the  student-athlete 
tests  positive  for  the  use  of  any  drug,  other  than  a  “street  drug” 
as  defined  in  31.2.3.1,  after  being  restored  to  eligibility,  he  or  she 
shall  lose  all  remaining  regular-season  and  postseason  eligibility 
in  all  sports.  If  the  student-athlete  tests  positive  for  the  use  of  a 
“street  drug”  after  being  restored  to  eligibility,  he  or  she  shall  be 
charged  with  the  loss  of  one  adlditional  season  of  competition  in 
all  sports  and  also  shall  remain  ineligible  for  regular-season  and 
postseason  competition  at  least  through  the  next  calendar  year.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (NCAA  Executive  Committee,  Committee  on 
Competitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of  Sports). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  will  ensure  that  all  student-athletes  who 
test  positive  for  a  banned  drug  during  an  initial  positive  drug 
test  will  experience  the  loss  of  one  season  of  competition  during 
their  period  of  ineligibility.  It  was  the  intent  of  1990  Proposal 
No.  52  that  a  student-athlete  who  is  ruled  ineligible  for  a  mini¬ 
mum  one-year  period  as  a  result  of  an  initial  positive  drug  test 
would  experience  the  loss  of  “game  time”  at  some  point  during 
that  period.  Without  this  legislative  clarification,  the  sponsors 
are  concerned  that  if  a  student-athlete  who  is  “redshirted”  tests 
positive,  or  if  a  nonredshirt  player  tests  positive  (e.g.,  in  the  time 
period  before  the  season  begins)  and  is  subsequently  redshirted, 
these  student-athletes  may  serve  the  minimum  one-year  period 
of  ineligibility  during  the  “redshirt”  year  and  may  not  experience 
loss  of  “game  time.” 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  75  TRANSFER  ELIGIBILITY— DIVISION  III 

Intent:  To  preclude  a  student-athlete  who  has  competed  in  a  sport  at 
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another  collegiate  institution  from  competing  on  behalf  of  a  Divi¬ 
sion  III  member  institution  during  the  same  academic  year. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.6.1,  page  121,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  onlyl 

“14  6.1  Residence  Requirement  —  General  Principle.  A  student 
whn  transfers  (see  14.6.2)  to  a  member  institution  from  any  col- 
TeriaSSris  required  to  complete  one  full  academy  year 
of^Sidence  before  being  eligible  to  compete  for  the  member  in¬ 
stitution  unless  the  student  satisfies  the  applicable  transfer  re¬ 
quirements"  n  this  section  or  receives  an  exception  or  waiver  as 
set  forth  in  this  section.  A  student  who  transfers  from  a  two-year 
or  four-year  collegiate  institution  to  a  Division  III  tnember  insti¬ 
tution  IhaW  be  immediately  eligible,  under  the  Associations 
transfer  regulations,  to  compete  for  the  Division  III  institution. 

including  NCAA  championship  competition,  provided  t^^ 

dent  did  not  compete  in  that  sport  at  the  two-year  or 
four-year  institution  during  the  same  academic  year. 

3.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.6.4.4  by  adding  new  14.6.4.4.8,  page  126,  as 
follows; 

[Division  III  only] 

“14.8.4.4.8  Competition  in  Year  of  Transfer  — 

A  transfer  student  from  a  two-year  college  is  not  eligible 
regular-season  or  NCAA  championship  competition  in 
a  sport  if  the  student-athlete  has  competed  at  the  two- 
year  college  in  that  sport  during  the  same  academic  ye^ 
unless  the  student-athlete  has  graduated  from  the  two- 
year  college.” 

C,  Bylaws:  Amend  14.6.5  by  adding  new  14.6.5.1,  page  127. 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

“14.6.5.1  To  Division  III.  A  transfer  student  from  a  fom- 
vear  institution  shall  not  be  eligible  at  a  Division  III  insti¬ 
tution  for  regular-season  or  NCAA  championship  compe- 
tition  in  a  sp^  if  the  student-athlete  has  competed  at  the 
four-year  institution  in  that  sport  during  the  same  aca¬ 
demic  year.” 

^mlrce•  State  University  of  New  York,  Binghamton;  Broclqjort  State 
UnWereto  cXge;  Buffalo  SUte  College;  Cortland  State  Um- 
vprsitv  College- Geneseo  State  University  College;  Oneonta 
State  University  College;  Plattsburgh  State  University  College, 
and  Potsdam  State  University  College. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  During  past  years,  a  student-athlete  was  «bgible  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III  to  participate  at  one  institution  in  a  sport  and  then  trans¬ 
fer  to  another  institution  at  midsemester  and  compete  in  the  same 
s%rt  Sng  the  same  season  at  the  second  ™““Xs 
that  takes  place  within  a  geographical  area  that  has  the  same 
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teams  competing  against  each  other  has  created  some  problems 
for  the  administration  and  teams  involved  in  a  transfer  of  this  na¬ 
ture.  By  a  transfer,  or  transfers,  the  strength  of  a  team  can  be  di¬ 
minished  or  strengthened.  Some  of  the  problems  will  be  eliminat¬ 
ed  and  potential  problems  relating  to  transfers  of  this  nature  can 
be  stopped  if  this  amendment  is  approved  by  the  membership. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  76  TRANSFER  ELIGIBILITY— DIVISION  III 

Intent:  To  e.stablish  a  transfer  residence  requirement  for  Division  III 
member  in.stitutions  and  an  exception  to  that  requirement. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  14.6.1,  page  121,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

“14.6.1  Residence  Requirement  —  General  Principle.  A  student 
who  tran.sfers  (see  14.6.2)  to  a  member  institution  from  any  col¬ 
legiate  institution  is  required  to  complete  one  full  academic  year 
of  residence  before  being  eligible  to  compete  for  the  member  in¬ 
stitution.  unless  the  student  satisfies  the  applicable  transfer  re¬ 
quirements  in  this  section  or  receives  an  exception  or  waiver  as 
set  forth  in  this  section,  a  student  who  transfers  from  a  two-year  or  four-year 
collegiate  institution  to  a  Division  III  member  Institution  shall  be  Immediately  eligible, 
under  the  Association's  transfer  regulations,  to  compete  for  the  Division  Ilf  institution, 
including  NCAA  championship  competition.” 

B,  Bylaws:  Amend  14.6.4.3,  page  124,  as  follows; 

1  Division  III  only] 

“14.6  4.3  To  Division  III  Institutions.  A  transfer  student  from  a 
two-year  college  or  from  a  branch  school  that  conducts  an  inter¬ 
collegiate  athletics  program  shall  be  immediately  eligible  for 
competition  during  the  first  academic  year  in  residence 
at  a  Division  III  member  institution  only  if  the  student  has: 
“(a)  Presented  an  average  of  12  semester  hours  of  trans¬ 
ferable  degree  credit,  with  a  cumulative  minimum 
grade-point  average  of  2.000,  acceptable  toward  a  spe¬ 
cific  baccalaureate  degree  program  at  the  certifying 
institution  for  each  academic  term  of  attendance  at 
the  two-year  college,  or 

“(b)  Presented  a  minimum  of  12  semester  hours  of  trans¬ 
ferable  degree  credit,  with  a  cumulative  minimum 
grade-point  average  of  2.000,  acceptable  toward  a  spe¬ 
cific  baccalaureate  degree  progfram  at  the  certifying 
institution  earned  during  the  previous  semester  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  student's  preceding  collegiate  institu¬ 
tion.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.6.5,  pages  127-129,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

“14.6.5  Four- Year  College  Transfers 

“See  13.1.1.3  for  prohibition  against  contacting  student-athletes 
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of  another  four-year  collegiate  institution  without  permission  of 
that  institution’s  athletics  director. 

“14.6,5.1  To  Divisions  I,  and  II  and  III.  A  transfer  student 
from  a  four-year  institution  shall  not  be  eligible  for  intercol¬ 
legiate  competition  at  a  Division  I  or.  Division  II  or  Divi¬ 
sion  III  institution  until  the  student  has  fulfilled  a  resi¬ 
dence  requirement  of  one  full  academic  year  (two  full 
semesters  or  three  full  quarters)  at  the  certifying  institu¬ 
tion.  Further,  a  transfer  student-athlete  admitted  after  the 
12th  class  day  may  not  utilize  that  semester  or  quarter  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  residency. 

[Remainder  of  14.6.5.1  and  14.6.5.2  unchanged.] 

“14.6.5.3  Exceptions  or  Waivers  for  Transfers  From  Four- 
Year  Colleges.  A  transfer  student  from  a  four-year  collegiate 
institution  is  not  subject  to  the  residence  requirement  for  in¬ 
tercollegiate  competition  if  any  one  of  the  following  condi¬ 
tions  is  met.  During  the  student- athlete’s  first  academic 
year  of  full-time  enrollment,  such  conditions  may  serve  as  a 
basis  for  a  waiver  of  or  an  exception  to  the  residence  re¬ 
quirement  only  for  Division  I  or  Division  II  transfer  stu¬ 
dents  who  are  qualifiers  per  14.02.9,1. 

(14.6.5.3.1  through  14.6.5.3.10  unchanged.} 

“14.6.5.3.11  Division  III  Exception.  The  student 
transfers  to  the  certifying  institution  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conditions  are  met: 

“(a)  The  student  presents  an  average  of  12 
semester  hours  of  transferable  degree  credit 
acceptable  toward  a  specific  baccalaureate 
degree  program  at  the  certifying  institution 
for  each  academic  term  of  attendance  at  the 
two-year  college,  or 

“(b)The  student  presents  a  minimum  of  12 
semester  hours  of  transferable  degree  credit, 
with  a  cumulative  minimum  grade-point  aver¬ 
age  of  2.000,  acceptable  toward  a  specific  bac¬ 
calaureate  degree  program  at  the  certifying 
institution  earned  during  the  previous 
semester  of  attendance  at  the  student’s  pre¬ 
ceding  collegiate  institution.” 

Source:  All  26  members  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate 
Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  In  recent  years,  there  have  been  an  increasing  number 
of  Divisions  I  and  II  athletes  (some  formerly  receiving  grants-in- 
aid)  who  are  academic  casualties  but  surface  the  next  semester 
at  a  Division  III  institution  and  play  immediately  This  legisla¬ 
tion  protects  the  academic  integrity  of  Division  III  and  prevents 
Division  III  from  becoming  the  academic  dumping  ground  for  Di- 
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visions  I  and  II  academic  failures. 
Action:  Withdrawn. 


NO.  77 


Academics 

GRADUATION-RATE  DISCLOSURE- 
DIVISIONS  I  AND  II 


Intent:  To  specify  that  the  Association’s  graduation-rate  disclosures 
shall  report  the  graduation  rate  for  all  students  and  for  all  re¬ 
cruited  student-athletes  for  the  most  recent  graduating  class  for 
which  such  information  is  available,  and  to  specify  that  the  dis¬ 
closures  shall  be  based  upon  a  time  period  that  equals  150  per¬ 
cent  of  the  standard  time  for  completion  of  students’  programs  of 
study  (e.g.,  six  years  for  a  four-year  program  of  study),  rather 
than  five  years. 

Bylaws:  Amend  30.1.1.4  and  30.1.1.5,  pages  323-324,  as  follows: 
[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote) 

“30.1.1.4  Graduation  Rates.  The  report  shall  include  the  follow¬ 
ing  defined  and  undefined  institutional  graduation  rates,  as 
those  terms  are  defined  in  30.1.1.5,  based  upon  the  number  of 
students  who  entered  the  institution  with  no  previous  full-time 
collegiate  attendance; 

“(a)  The  graduation  rate  for  all  students  for  the  most  re¬ 
cent  graduating  class  for  which  such  information  is 
available  and  the  average  graduation  rate  for  all  students 
for  the  four  most  recent  graduating  classes  for  which  such 
information  is  available  (i.e.,  excluding  the  most  recent  aca¬ 
demic  year  preceding  the  October  1  deadline),  based  upon  a 
five-year  time  period  in  which  to  graduate  that  equals  150 
percent  of  the  standard  time  for  completion  (as  de¬ 
fined  by  Federal  law)  of  the  students’  programs  of 
study; 

“(b)  The  graduation  rate  for  all  recruited  student-athletes 
for  the  most  recent  graduating  class  for  which  such 
information  is  available  and  the  average  graduation 
rate  for  recruited  student-athletes  for  the  four  most  recent 
graduating  classes  for  which  such  information  is  available 
n.e.,  excluding  the  most  recent  academic  year  preceding  the 
October  1  deadline),  reported  separately  for  each  sport  and 
reported  by  race  in  football,  men's  basketball  and  women’s 
ba.sketball,  and  collectively  in  all  other  men’s  sports  and 
women’s  sports,  based  upon  a  five-year  time  period  in  which 
to  graduate  that  equals  150  percent  of  the  standard 
time  for  completion  (as  defined  by  Federal  law)  of  the 
students’  programs  of  study; 

(Remainder  of  30.1. 1.4  unchanged.] 

“30.1.1.5  Defined  and  Undefined  Graduation  Rates.  In  calculat- 
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i„g  the  defined 

be  included  as  a  credit  completed  by  the  transfer 

credit  equivalent  to  the  a  ^  certifying  institution  at  the 

student-athletes  and  left  the  institution  while 

time  of  transfer;  a  studen  -  have  met  the  satisfacto- 

in  good  academic  stand  and  .  eligibility  if  the  student- 

ry-progress  requirements  for  athlet  es  gcfdemic  term  shall  not 

athlete  had  returned  for  the  follow^^^  academ 
be  included  and  ^^^dent^ath^  hid^^^ 

the  specified  five-year  perc  ?  institution  and 

to  be  enrolled  as  full-time  ^^a  sSc  baccalaureate 

maintain  satisfactory  ^  i  calculating  the  undefined 

^fd- Sn  fa?" 

uated  within  the  period  specified  in  30.1.1.4. 

Source!  NCAA  Council. 

Effective  Date;  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  pro^saj  is  ba-d  ^ 

graduation-rate-disclosure  legislation  imder  cons 

!j.S.  Congress.  The  “iSt  c???Went  with 

Association  s  graduation  ^  ^  jf  the  Federal  gradu- 

the  oreventing  member  institutions 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  78  GRADUATION  RATES 
Intent:  To  require  each  institution  to  report  graduation  rates  for  i  s 
general  student  body  by  race  and  gender. 

Bylaws:  Amend  30.1.1.4,  page  323,  as  follows: 

IFederated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  U,  ivi  fr,ilnw 

-30.1.1.4  Graduation  Ratesjhe«,»^^^^^ 

ing  defined  and  30  1  1  5  based  upon  the  number  of 

twfennLTnUred  the  institution  with  no  previous,  full-time 

ril^e  t"^«dudin|  S 

?f  year  perld  is 

which  to  graduate, 

[Remainder  of  30.1.1.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Pacif.c-10  Conference. 

Effective  Date;  Immediately. 


Rationale:  The  intent  of  the  original  ^aduation-rate  legislation  was 
to  inform  prospects  about  an  institution  s  track  record  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  academic  preparation  and  academic  success  of  previ¬ 
ous  cohorts  of  student-athletes  and  to  show  whether  these  poups 
fared  any  better  or  worse  than  students  who  were  not  involved  in 
intercollegiate  athletics.  In  light  of  speculation  and  some  evi¬ 
dence  that  academic  performance  varies  by  race  and  gender,  the 
original  legislation  was  designed  to  facilitate  a  look  at  what  hap¬ 
pened  to  “people  like  me.”  The  same  logic,  of  course,  should  apply 
to  the  comparison  between  athletes  and  nonathletes. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO  79  SATISFACTORY  PROGRESS— GRADE-POINT 

AVERAGE 

Intent;  To  further  define  satisfactory  progress  at  Division  I  member 
institutions  as  the  achievement  of  a  1 .600  grade-point  average 
after  the  student  has  earned  24  semester  or  36  quarter  hops  a 
1.700  grade-point  average  after  the  student  has  earned  48 
semester  or  72  quarter  hours,  a  1.800  grade-point  average  after 
the  student  has  earned  72  semester  or  108  quarter  hours,  and  a 
1.900  grade-point  average  after  the  student  has  earned  96 
semester  or  144  quarter  hours. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.2.1  by  adding  new  14.5.2.1.2,  page  118,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  section,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“14.5.2.1.2.  Division  I.  To  fulfill  the  ‘satisfactory  comple¬ 
tion’  provision  of  this  requirement,  the  student-athlete 
who  first  enters  a  Division  I  institution  subsequent  to  the 
1990-91  academic  year  must  achieve  the  following  cumu¬ 
lative  minimum  grade-point  average  {based  on  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  4.000)  for  the  total  number  of  credit  hours  at¬ 
tempted  at  the  certifying  institution,  including  courses 
failed: 

“(a)  After  the  student-athlete  has  earned  24  semester  or  36 
quarter  hours  at  the  certifying  institution:  1.600. 

“(b)  After  the  student-athlete  has  ea^ed  48  semester  or  72 
quarter  hours  at  the  certifying  institution:  1 .700. 

“(c)  After  the  student-athlete  has  earned  72  semester  or 
108  quarter  hours  at  the  certifying  institution;  1.800. 
“(d)  After  the  student-athlete  has  earned  96  semester  or 
144  quarter  hours  at  the  certifying  institution:  1.900. 
“14.5.2.1.2.1  Computation  of  Grade-Point  Average.  The 
student’s  grade-point  average  shall  be  computed  on  a 
point  basis  using  a  four-point  scale  with  grades  A,  B, 
Ci  D  and  Fail,  or  their  equivalent,  counting  4,  3,  2,  1 
and  0  points,  respectively.  The  average  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  dividing  the  total  of  the  points  for  each 
credit  by  the  number  of  credits  taken,  including 
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courses  ?riTnF«il^  =  Average 

*  an  ID  ■*■  OFail), - ..^ 

Total  credits  ‘ucludin^^^^^ 

«14.5.2.l.2.2  Time  of  Jt  thf  time*^the  stu- 

erage  under  14.5.2  or  15.5.3.2.  Once 

dent-athlete  _  certified,  he  or  she  will 

|NotrHr3'2Cb;  revised  editorially  to  incorporate  grade 

pomt-average  ’  Conference,  all  10  membert 

Source!  All  nine  10  members  of  the  Southeastern 

X  A  re.,ut  1  1 QQ I- for  those  student-athletes  first  en 

^^'erirg^co^r^rfUititL  on  or  aOer  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  The  current 

erally  requiring  an  average  ^  certifying  institution 

student-athlete’s  cumulative  record  at  the  cennyi 

or  for  the  previous  would  correct  tLt  flaw  in 

progress  requirement,  P  R  assure  that  while  credit  hours 

The  ^rrent  lepslaUon  “^"“"  '^  “XpoiM  average  eventually 

ruM  pllcXlutn?aThL\e  in^a  position  lo  graduate. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  (127-191). 

NO  80  PARTIAL.QUALIFIER  AND  NONQUALIFIEB 
ELIGIBILITY 

Intent:  To  "lonquaUfiers  and  ^ 

rnt  ^fXr»e”ryear  foiK.wing  their 

initial  full-time  collegiate  enrollment. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.3  by  adding  new  14.3.3.1,  page  116.  as  follows. 
[Division  I  only! 

shall  be  granted  t®  ®  ^  ^  fifth  academic  year  fol* 

vided  that  at  the  *>««'!;”"«  collegiate  ea- 

lowing  the  student-athlete  am  crnJipleted  satisfactorily 
rollment,  the  student  a  ,  aa  Quarter  units  applicable 

a  minimum  ««  ?«  ‘\tT«ee  program  at  the 

toward  a  *P“'««.t*“S.'Sn™vistS  sh?H  be  adminis- 

“;;^X”th'e  mem^r  confereSces  of  the  Association  or.  .a 


A- 134 


1991  Convenrio/i  Proceeding 


the  case  of  an  independent  member  institution,  by  the 
NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee.” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  simply  to  restore  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  fourth  year  of  eligibility  after  the  student  has 
proven  his  or  her  academic  abilities  by  virtue  of  successfully 
completing  96  semester  or  144  quarter  units  (80  percent  of  re¬ 
quirements)  toward  a  specific  baccalaureate  degree.  The  mem¬ 
bership  has  placed  a  very  firm  and  rigid  initial-eligibility  re¬ 
quirement  on  student-athletes  and  has  gone  one  step  further  in 
disallowing  athletics  participation  during  the  partial  qualifier’s 
and  nonqualifier’s  first  academic  year.  It  seems  unfair  not  to 
allow  these  students  to  earn  a  fourth  season  of  competition  back 
by  virtue  of  sound  academic  progress  equal  to  that  required  of 
our  other  student-athletes.  The  studies  on  the  academic  perfor¬ 
mance  of  student-athletes,  which  place  special  emphasis  on  the 
effect  of  the  Association’s  initial-eligibility  legislation,  should 
continue,  but  in  the  meantime,  this  inequity  should  be  dealt 
with  fairly. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  as  amended  by  Nos.  80-1  and  80-2. 

NO.  80-1  PARTIAL-QUALIFIER  AND  NONQUALIFIER 
ELIGIBILITY 

Amend  Proposal  No.  80,  14.3.3.1,  as  follows: 

fDivision  I  only) 

“14.3.3.1  A  fourth  season  of  intercollegiate  competition  shall  be 
granted  to  a  nonqualifier  or  partial  qualifier,  provided  that  at 
the  beginning  of  the  fifth  academic  year  following  the  student- 
athlete’s  initial  full-time  collegiate  enrollment,  the  student-alh- 
lete  has  a  minimum  cumulative  grade-point  average  (com¬ 
puted  by  standards  utilized  by  the  certifying  institution 
to  calculate  grade-point  averages  for  all  students)  of  2.000 
and  has  completed  satisfactorily  a  minimum  of  96  semester  or 
144  quarter  units  applicable  toward  a  specific  baccalaureate  de¬ 
gree  program  at  the  certifying  institution.  This  provision  shall 
be  administered  by  the  member  conferences  of  the  Association 
or,  in  the  case  of  an  independent  member  institution,  by  the 
NCAA  Academic  Requirements  Committee,” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  80-2  PARTIAL  QUALIFIER  AND  NONQUALIFIER 
ELIGIBILITY 

Amend  Proposal  No,  80,  14.3.3,1,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“Effective  Date:  ^mmed/a/e/y  August  1, 1991.” 
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Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  East  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted. 

NO  81  SATISFACTORY  PROGRESS— DEGREE 

requirements  check 

Intent:  To  further  define  satisfactory  progress  at  Division  I  member 
institutions  by  requiring  student-athletes  who  enter  their  fourth 
or  subsequent  years  of  collegiate  enrollment  to  have  completed 
successfully  at  least  50  percent  of  the  course  requirements  m  the 
student’s  specific  degree  program. 

Bylaws;  Amend  14.5.2  by  adding  new  14.5.2.3,  page  119,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only] 

“14  5  2  3  Fulfillment  of  Degree  Requirements.  A  student- 
athlete  who  is  entering  his  or  her  fourth  or  subsequent 
year  of  collegiate  enrollment  shall  have  completed  suc¬ 
cessfully  at  least  50  percent  of  the  course  requirements  in 
the  student’s  specific  degree 

for  further  eli^bility.  This  provision  shall  be  apphcable 
to  the  eligibility  not  only  of  a  continuing  student,  but  also 
of  a  transfer  student  from  a  two-year  or  four-year  colle¬ 
giate  institution  who  is  entering  his  or  her  fourth  year  of 
follegiate  enrollment,  even  if  the  student  has  not  yet  com- 
pleted  an  academic  year  in  residence  or  utilized  a  season 
of  eligibility  in  a  sport  at  the  certifying  institution. 

Source;  All  nine  members  of  the  Big  Sky  Conference;  Arizona  State 
University;  University  of  California,  Berkeley  Vf 
ifornia,  Los  Angeles;  University  of  Southern  California,  Stanfor 
University;  University  of  Washington,  and  Washington  State 
University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991;  for  thoK  student-athletes  first  en- 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  The  current  satisfactory-progress  rule  permits  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  to  count  credits  earned  toward  ^ny  degree  dunng 
the  first  two  years  of  collegiate  enrollment  and  allows  a  ^ran  f 
student  to  “begin  anew”  without  being  accountable  for  progress 
Sward  a  depe^  a t  another  institution.  This  proposal  .s  desired 
to  correct  those  flaws  and  to  assure  that  as  a  minimum  stan¬ 
dard,  the  student-athlete  has  earned  50  percent  of  his  oj  her  re¬ 
quirements  toward  a  specific  degree  requirement  at  the  certify¬ 
ing  institution  by  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  academic  year  of 
enrollment. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I  (170-141). 

NO.  82  SATISFACTORY  PROGRESS-DIVISION  II 

Intent:  To  specify  that  Division  II  student-athletes  '^ho^e  trans¬ 
fers  must  achieve  minimum  grade-point  Jf  ^ J.  . 

grades  earned  at  the  certifying  institution  and  (b)  m  all  grad 
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earned  at  all  collegiate  institutions  to  meet  satisfactory-progress 
requirements. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.2.1.2,  page  118,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

"14.5.2.1.2  Division  II.  To  fulfill  the  ‘satisfactory  completion’  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  requirement,  the  student-athlete  who  first  enters  a 
Division  II  institution  subsequent  to  the  1988-89  academic  year 
must  achieve  the  following  cumulative  minimum  grade-point  av¬ 
erage  (based  on  a  maximum  of  4.000)  af  the  cemiying  msumon  in  all 
grades  earned  at  the  certifying  institution  and  in  all 
grades  earned  at  all  collegiate  institutions:” 

[Remainder  of  14,5.2.1.2  unchanged.] 

Source:  University  of  California,  Davis;  California  State  University, 
Chico;  California  State  University,  Hayward;  California  State 
University,  Stanislaus;  Humboldt  State  University:  College  of 
Notre  Dame  (California);  San  Francisco  State  University,  and 
Sonoma  State  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Bylaw  14.5.2.1.2  establishes  minimum  grade-point  aver¬ 
ages  of  1.600,  1.800  and  2,000  before  the  student-athlete  can 
participate  in  his  or  her  second,  third  and  final  years  of  competi¬ 
tion,  respectively.  The  rule,  as  interpreted,  currently  allows  two- 
year  college  transfer  students  to  use  grades  earned  at  the  two- 
year  college  to  be  computed  into  the  cumulative  grade-point 
average,  provided  the  certifying  institution  includes  such  grades 
in  the  calculation  of  grade-point  averages  for  all  students  in  this 
manner.  This  may  allow  the  fourth  year  of  competition  even 
though  the  transfer  student  has  not  achieved  a  2.000  grade- 
,  point  average  at  the  certifying  institution.  A  student-athlete 
who  had  entered  as  a  freshman  would  not  be  allowed  to  compete 
in  the  final  year  if  grades  earned  at  the  certifying  institution 
were  below  a  2.000.  Most  institutions  have  a  graduation  require¬ 
ment  of  both  a  minimum  2.000  in  all  grades  earned  at  the  certi¬ 
fying  institution  and  also  a  2.000  in  all  college  courses.  This  re¬ 
vision  would  satisfy  more  closely  the  intent  of  the  bylaw  when  it 
was  first  brought  before  Division  II  institutions. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  83  SEASONS  OF  COMPETITION— DIVISION  II 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  nonqualifier  or  partial  qualifier  who  uti¬ 
lizes  three  seasons  of  competition  at  a  Division  I  member  insti¬ 
tution  shall  not  be  permitted  to  utilize  a  fourth  season  of  eligibil¬ 
ity  at  a  Division  II  member  institution. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.3,  page  116,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“14.3.3  Seasons  of  Eligibility  —  Partial  Qualifier  and  Nonqualifi- 
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er.  Partial  qualifiers  and  nonqualifiers,  recruited  or  nonrecruit- 
ed,  shall  be  permitted  to  have  years  of  eli^bility  subsequent  to 
the  first  year  of  residence  at  the  certifying  institution  as  follows; 

I14,3.3-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(b)  Division  II:  four  years,  except  that  such  student-athletes 
who  have  exhausted  three  seasons  of  competition  in 
Division  I  shall  not  be  eligible  for  further  seasons  of 
competition  in  Division  II.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  California  Collegiate  Athletic  As¬ 
sociation. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  This  amendment  deals  only  with  the  extreme  cases  of 
transfer  from  Division  1  to  Division  II.  We  believe  that  the  intent 
of  the  existing  legislation  was  not  to  permit  this  type  of  transfer, 
and  we  think  this  amendment  would  be  consistent  with  the  orig¬ 
inal  intent. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II  as  amended  by  No.  83-1. 

NO.  83-1  SEASONS  OF  COMPETITION-DIVISION  II 

Amend  Proposal  No.  83,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only] 

“Effective  Date:  immediately  August  1, 1991.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 


Financial  Aid 

NO.  84  FINANCIAL  AID— SUMMER  SCHOOL 

Intent:  To  permit  athletically  related  financial  aid  to  be  awarded  to 
incoming  freshman  student-athletes  to  attend  an  institutions 
summer  term,  summer  school  or  summer  orientation  period, 
provided  the  aid  is  granted  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  ath¬ 
letically  related  financial  aid  the  students  will  receive  during 
the  succeeding  academic  year  and  the  recipients  become  coun¬ 
ters  during  the  succeeding  academic  year. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.7.1.2,  page  145,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
“15.2.7.1.2  Summer  Financial  Aid  —  Incoming  Student- Ath¬ 
letes.  The  following  conditions  apply  to  the  awarding  of  finan¬ 
cial  aid  to  a  student-athlete  to  attend  an  institution  in  the  sum- 
iper  prior  to  the  student’s  initial,  full-time  collegiate 
enrollment: 

[15.2.7. 1.2-(a)  and  15.2.7.1.2-(b)  unchanged.] 

“(c)  During  the  summer  term  or  orientation  period,  the  recipient 
shall  not  engage  in  any  organized  athletics  practice  acti^i- 
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ties  (pursuant  to  17.02.11),  and} 

“(d)  In  Division  III,  the  awarding  institution  certifies  in  writ¬ 
ing  that  the  student’s  financial  aid  was  granted  without  re¬ 
gard  in  any  degree  to  athletics  ability.  The  written  certifica¬ 
tion  shall  be  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  director  of  athletics 
and  shall  be  signed  by  the  faculty  athletics  representative 
and  the  director  of  financial  aid. 

“(e)  In  Divisions  I  and  H,  the  recipient  shall  receive  ath¬ 
letically  related  financial  aid  only  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  of  athletically  related  aid  that  the  student 
will  receive  during  the  succeeding  academic  year, 
and 

“(f)  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  the  recipient  shall  become  a 
counter  during  the  succeeding  academic  year  pur¬ 
suant  to  Bylaw  15.5.”  j 

Source;  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference.  | 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.  1 

Rationale:  Since  full  scholarships  are  awarded  in  some  sports  and  • 

equivalency  scholarships  in  others  during  the  regular  academic  [ 

year,  it  seems  equitable  to  award  these  scholarships  on  the  same  ; 

basis  for  attending  summer  school.  This  amendment  parallels  t 

Bylaw  15.2.7.1.1,  which  allows  summer  school  aid  to  previously 
enrolled  student-athletes  based  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of 
athletically  related  financial  aid  received  by  the  student-athlete  i 

during  the  previous  academic  year. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Divisions  I  and  II.  i 

NO.  85  MINIMUM  EQUIVALENCY  LIMITS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  Division  I  institution  shall  not  award  finan¬ 
cial  aid  with  an  equivalency  of  less  than  one-third  (.33). 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.3  by  adding  new  15.5.3.2,  page  153,  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15.5.3.2  Division  I  Minimum  Equivalency  Limits.  There 
shall  be  a  limit  of  one-third  (.33)  on  the  minimum  value 
(equivalency)  of  financial  awards  (per  15.02.3.1)  that  an 
institution  may  provide  in  any  academic  year  to  counters 
in  Division  I.” 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  Many  student-athletes  are  attracted  to  institutions  by 
meager  athletics  awards  with  the  hope  of  larger  awards  in  fu¬ 
ture  years  after  having  proven  their  ability.  By  awarding  meager 
scholarships  to  incoming  student-athletes,  a  cheap  tryout  pro¬ 
gram  is  developed,  which  leads  to  misguided  careers  and  trans¬ 
fers.  By  reducing  the  number  of  student- athletes  receiving  only 
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token  athletics  aid,  each  institution  will  realize  many  benefits  of 
cost  containment  in  each  of  these  programs.  In  addition,  more 
than  one- third  of  a  grant  may  be  provided  at  the  discretion  of 
the  institution. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  85-1  MINIMUM  EQUIVALENCY  LIMITS 

Amend  Proposal  No.  85,  15.5.3.2,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“15.5.3.2  Division  I  Minimum  Limits  for  Athletics  Aid- 
Equivalency  Limits  Sports.  There  shall  be  a  limit  of  one-third 
(.33)  on  the  minimum  value  (equivalency)  of  athletically  related 
financial  awards  (per  is  02.3.  i)  that  an  institution  may  provide  in 
any  academic  year  to  counters  in  Division  I  equivalency 
sports.” 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  86  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

Intent:  To  permit  institutional  personnel  to  assist  student-athletes 
in  the  management  of  students’  financial  resources. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.1  by  adding  new  16.12.1.7,  page  173,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  I  only! 

“16.12.1.7  Financial  Aid  Funds.  A  member  institution, 
with  the  student-athlete’s  consent,  may  hold,  manage  and 
distribute  in  periodic  payments  to  the  student-athlete 
any  funds  deposited  by  the  student-athlete  with  the  mem¬ 
ber  institution.” 

Source:  University  of  Cincinnati;  Colorado  State  University;  Geor¬ 
gia  Institute  of  Technology;  University  of  Houston;  Louisiana 
State  University;  University  of  Missouri,  Columbia;  University 
of  Oklahoma;  Texas  Tech  University,  and  University  of 
Wyoming. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  create  an  exception 
to  the  benefit  rule  that  is  available  to  student- athletes,  analo¬ 
gous  to  the  special  academic  services  that  are  currently  provid¬ 
ed.  It  is  permissive  legislation  designed  to  provide  a  financial 
management  service,  with  the  student-athlete’s  consent.  Legis¬ 
lation  would  permit  the  student-athlete  to  deposit  income  from 
summer  or  vacation  earnings  and/or  a  Pell  Grant  with  the  uni¬ 
versity,  which,  in  turn,  would  establish  a  procedure  whereby  the 
student-athlete  could  withdraw  funds  for  personal  use  in  a  time¬ 
ly  fashion.  There  is  no  additional  cost  to  the  institution,  but  it 
does  provide  a  worthwhile  service  to  those  student- athletes  who 
wish  to  take  advantage  of  it. 
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Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I  as  amended  by  No.  86-1. 

NO.  86-1  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

Amend  Proposal  No.  86,  16.12.1.7,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“16  12.1.7  Financial  Aid  Pell  Grant  Funds.  A  member  institution, 
with  the  student-athlete’s  consent,  may  hold,  manage  and  dis¬ 
tribute  in  periodic  payments  to  the  student-athlete  any  Pell 
Grant  funds  deposited  by  the  student- athlete  with  the  member 
institution.” 

Source:  University  of  Colorado;  Colorado  State  University;  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Houston;  University  of  Kansas;  Kansas 
University  of  Iowa;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Oklahoma  State 
University;  University  of  Texas,  Austin;  Texas  Tech  University, 
and  University  of  Wyoming. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  87  EXPENSE  WAIVERS 

Intent:  To  permit  student-athletes  to  request  additional  financial  as¬ 
sistance  from  funds  established  to  assist  student-athletes  with 
special  financial  needs  through  a  program  approved  by  the 
NCAA  Council. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.13,  page  174,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“16  13  /wc/oe/vm-EXPENSE  WAIVERS 

“16.13.1  Incidental  to  Participation.  The  Council,  by  a  two- 
thirds  majority  of  its  members  present  and  voting,  or  a  commit¬ 
tee  designated  by  the  Council,  may  approve  a  member  institu¬ 
tion’s  request  to  provide  additional  expenses  incidental  to  a 
student-athlete’s  participation  in  intercolle^ate  athletics  when 
the  information  presented  persuades  the  Council  ® 

waiver  is  warranted  because  it  may  be  applied  on  the  basis  ol 
defined,  objective  standards;  does  not  create  an  unfair  competi¬ 
tive  advantage  for  the  involved  institution,  and  would  not  com¬ 
promise  the  intent  of  the  governing  legislation. 

“16.13.2  Student-Athletes  in  Financial  Need.  A  student- 
athlete  may  request  additional  financial  aid  no  obli¬ 

gation  to  repay  such  aid)  from  a  fund  established  pi^ 
Lant  to  a  special  financial  need  program 
the  Council  to  assist  student-athletes  with  special  finan¬ 
cial  needs.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Special  Advisory  Committee  to  Review  Rec¬ 
ommendations  Regarding  Distribution  of  Revenues). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Current  NCAA  legislation  governing  extra  benefas  pre¬ 
cludes  many  needy  student-athletes  from  receiving  financial  aid 
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would  not  be  necessary  for  the  institution  to  i^lud^  sue 
the  student-athlete’s  individual  financial  aid  limits. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  88  RESOLUTION:  FINANCIAL  AID  STUDY 
[Division  I  only] 

-^Whereas,  current  NCAA  legislation  limits  total  financial  aid  to 
the  institutional  cost  of  attendance,  and 

'‘Whereas,  there  is  concern  that  some  student-athletes  who  re¬ 
ceive  toll  grants-in-aid  have  additional  unmet  financial  need,  and 
“Whereas,  the  NCAA  membership  is  sensitive  to  the  con^ 
all  student-athletes  and  feels  a  sense  of  responsibility  to  those  with 
extraordinary  financial  need; 

able,  unmet  financial  need.” 

Source-  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville:  Boston  College; 
Brigham  Young  University;  University  of  Florida;  Georgia  Ins 
fu^fofVchnology;  Louisiana  State  University;  Unwersity  of 
Miami  (Florida);  University  of  Nebraska.  Lincoln;  North  Caroli¬ 
na  Qtatf*  TIniversitv  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville,  U.S. 
Naval  Academy;  Vanderbilt  University,  and  Virginia  Polytechnic 
Institute. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO  89  MAXIMUM  AWARDS— DIVISIONS  LA  AND  LAA 

football 

Intent;  To  permit  members  of  Divisions  I-A  and  LAA 
more  than  one  athletics  grant-in-aid  each  year  to  a 
dent-athlete  and  exempt  such  aid  from  the  initial  ^ant  limita¬ 
tion  if  the  student-athlete  has  been  in  residence  at  the  certifying 
institution  for  at  least  two  academic  years. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.4.3.5.  page  155.  as  follows: 

(Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  1-AA  football,  divided  vot 
“15  5  4  3.5  Divisions  I-A  and  LAA  -  Aid  First  Awarded  Subse- 
auent  to  Second  Year.  In  Divisions  I-A  and  LAA  football,  a  dur¬ 
ing  each  academic  year,  one  student-athlete  who  has  been  i 


A- 142 


1991  Cmventicm  Proceedings 


residence  at  the  certifying  institution  for  at  least  two  academic 
years  may  receive  athletically  related  financial  aid  for  the  first 
time  without  such  aid  counting  as  an  initial^  award,  provided  the 
aid  falls  within  the  overall  grant  limitation.” 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  Although  this  program  serves  as  a  reward  for  student- 
athletes  who  have  made  outstanding  contributions  to  their  pro¬ 
grams,  it  is  necessary  to  have  restraints  to  prevent  abuse. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  90  MULTIPLE-SPORT  PARTICIPANTS— MEN’S  ICE 
HOCKEY 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  multiple-sport  participant  who  practices 
or  competes  in  ice  hockey  and  one  or  more  other  sports  {other  than 
i  football  or  basketball)  shall  be  counted  in  the  sport  of  ice  hockey. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.5.5  by  adding  new  15.5.5.3,  page  155,  renumber- 
*  ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

’  “15,5.5.3  Ice  Hockey.  A  counter  who  practices  or  competes 

in  ice  hockey  and  one  or  more  other  sports  (other  man 
football  or  basketball)  shall  be  counted  in  the  sport  of  ice 
J  hockey.” 

Source:  Brown  University,  Clarkson  University,  Colgate  University, 
Cornell  University,  Dartmouth  College,  Harvard  University, 
Princeton  University,  Rensselaer  Polytechnic  Institute  St. 
Lawrence  University.  U.S,  Military  Academy,  University  of  Ver- 
mont  and  Yale  University. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

;  Rationale:  The  sponsors  of  this  proposal  are  concerned  over  the 
number  of  student-athletes  who  are  practicing  and  competing  at 
i  the  Division  I  level  of  ice  hockey  while  receiving  financial  aid 

■  that  is  being  counted  in  another  sport.  This  amendment  would 

ensure  that  all  Division  I  ice  hockey  players  receiving  financial 
‘  aid  are  counted  against  the  limitations  in  ice  hockey, 

'  Action:  Moot  due  to  the  defeat  of  No.  42. 

NO.  91  DIVISION  II  FINANCIAL  AID— SUMMER 

SCHOOL 

Intent:  To  permit  an  enrolled  student-athlete  in  Division  II  to  re- 
•  ceive  athletically  related  financial  aid  to  attend  an  institution  s 

summer  term,  regardless  of  whether  the  student-athlete  re¬ 
ceived  athletically  related  financial  aid  during  the  previous  aca¬ 
demic  year. 

Bylaws:  Delete  15.2.7.1.1.  page  145,  for  Division  fl,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only! 
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“15.2.7.1.1  Enrolled  Student-Athletes.  In  Division  I  only,  Ssub- 
sequent  to  initial  full-time  enrollment  during  a  regular  academic 
year,  a  student-athlete  shall  not  receive  athletically  related  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  to  attend  the  institution’s  summer  term  or  summer 
school  unless  the  student-athlete  received  such  athletically  re¬ 
lated  aid  during  the  previous  academic  year.  Further,  such  aid 
may  be  awarded  only  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  athletically 
related  financial  aid  received  by  the  student-athlete  during  the 
previous  academic  year.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Proposal  No.  43-A  was  adopted  at  the  1990  NCAA  Con¬ 
vention  in  response  to  concerns  that  institutions  were  avoiding 
the  application  of  the  institutional  sport-by-sport  limitations  by 
providing  athletically  related  assistance  to  student-athletes  only 
to  attend  the  institution’s  summer  term  (as  opposed  to  the  aca¬ 
demic  year).  Thus,  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  43-A  precludes 
an  institution  from  awarding  athletically  related  financial  aid  to 
a  student-athlete  unless  the  student-athlete  has  received  aid 
during  the  previous  academic  year.  It  is  the  Division  II  Steering 
Committee’s  position  that  the  problems  leading  to  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  43-A  do  not  exist  at  the  Division  II  level;  thus,  in 
the  interest  of  providing  educational  opportunities  for  student- 
athletes  to  make  academic  progress,  the  restrictions  set  forth  m 
Proposal  No.  43-A  should  be  eliminated  in  Division  II. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  92  DIVISION  III  FINANCIAL  AID— OFF-CAMPUS 
EMPLOYMENT 

Intent:  To  permit  Division  III  student-athletes  to  receive  earnings 
from  off-campus  employment  during  the  academic  year  without 
consideration  of  the  recipient’s  need. 

Bylaws:  Delete  15.4.4.1,  page  148,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

“  15.4.4. 1  Off-Campus  Eir^oyment  Earnings  Off-campus  employment  earnings  by  the 
stucfenl-affilete  dunng  the  academic  year  are  countable  in  assuring  that  the  amount  of  aid 
received  does  not  exceed  the  calculated  amount  of  the  student-athlete's  finanaal  need." 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  III  Steering  Committee,  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Financial  Aid  and  Amateurism). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Current  legislation  governing  Division  III  financial  aid  re¬ 
quires  earnings  from  off-campus  employment  to  be  reported  to  the 
institution’s  director  of  financial  aid  and  included  in  determining 
whether  the  student-athlete’s  total  aid  from  all  sources  exceeds 
the  financial  need  for  that  student-athlete.  It  is  the  Division  III 
Steering  Committee’s  position,  consistent  with  the  Division  III 
philosophy,  that  a  student-athlete  should  be  allowed  to  work  off 
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campus  without  consideration  of  the  student-athletes  need  ma 
much  as  Federal  regulations  no  longer  require  institutions  to 
monitor  off-campus  employment  earnings  for  other  students  when 
considering  the  student’s  available  aid  from  other  sources. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III. _ _ _ 

Championships 

NO.  93  AUTOMATIC-QUALIFYING  POSITIONS— TEAM 
SPORTS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  each  sports  committee  in  team  sports  shall 
award  a  minimum  number  of  automatic-qualifying  positmns 
equal,  but  not  limited,  to  50  percent  of  the  size  of  the  champi¬ 
onships  fields,  provided  the  number  of  conferences  seeking  auto¬ 
matic  bids  is  at  least  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  size  of  the  cham¬ 
pionships  fields. 

Bylaws:  Amend  31.3.4.6  and  add  new  31.3.4.7,  page  346,  as  follows: 

I  General  provision,  all  divisions,  common  vote! 

“31  3.4.6  Limitations  on  Automatic-Qualifying  Positions  ^Indi¬ 
vidual  Sports.  The  sports  committees  in  individual  ^V^ts 
must  limit  the  number  of  automatic-qualifying  positmns  to  be 
awarded  in  relationship  to  the  size  of  the  championships  fields 
and  the  number  of  at-large  positions  that  must  remain  open  for 
other  member  institutions.  _  «  • 

“31  3.4.7  Limitations  on  Automatic-Qualifying 
tioiis— Team  Sports.  The  sports  committees  sports 

must  award  a  minimum  number  of 

positions  equal,  but  not  limited,  to  50  percent  of  the  size 
of  the  respective  championships  fields,  provided  the 
number  of  conferences  seeking  automatic  bids  is  at  least 
equal  to  50  percent  of  the  size  of  the  respective  champi¬ 
onships  fields.  If  no  additional  conferences  seek  automat¬ 
ic  bids,  then  the  fields  may  remain  their  established  size. 
The  sports  committees  may  establish  a  higher  Po^ioo^tage 
of  automatic-qualifying  positions  but  must 
an  adequate  number  of  at-large  positions  remain  open  for 
other  member  institutions.” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  July  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  In  order  to  conduct  a  true  “national 

team  sports,  there  must  be  a  reasonable  opportunity  for  Par¬ 
ticipation  of  teams  from  every  part  of  the 

structural  requirements.  An  adequate  number  of  at-large 
positions  is  necessary  to  accommodate  independent  members, 
nonautomatic-qualifying  conferences  and  outstanding  teams  in 
strong  conferences.  However,  in  order  to  promote  and  encourage 
the  development  of  broad-based  athletics  sponsorship  among  the 
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majority  of  members  who  have  committed  their  programs  in  Di¬ 
vision  I  conferences,  equity  requires  that  all  conferences  have  a 
reasonable  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  tournaments.  The 
size  of  each  respective  championship  bracket  should  reflect  the 
percentage  of  the  number  of  participants  throughout  the  entire 
membership  that  competes  in  that  sport.  Within  that  bracket,  50 
percent  of  the  participants  should  comprise  the  champions  of 
regular-season  competition  at  the  conference  level  or  the  tourna¬ 
ment  champions  from  strongly  established  conferences  compet¬ 
ing  in  that  sport. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  94  CHAMPIONSHIPS  ELIGIBILITY— NEW 
DIVISION  III  MEMBERS 

Intent:  To  permit  new  Division  III  member  institutions  to  be  eligible 
to  participate  in  championships  immediately  upon  meeting 
membership  requirements. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.2.4,  page  281,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“20,2.4  Eligibility  of  New  Member  for  Championships.  To  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  NCAA  championships  immediately  following  the 
September  1  on  which  an  institution’s  election  to  membership 
becomes  effective,  the  institution  shall: 

“(a)  Have  bperated  in  conformity  with  the  membership  criteria 
of  this  article  for  its  division  for  a  period  of  two  years  for 
Divisions  I  and  II  only,” 

[Remainder  of  20.2.4  unchanged.] 

Source;  Emory  and  Henry  College,  Guilford  College,  Hampden-Syd- 
ney  College,  Lynchburg  College.  Randolph-Macon  College,  Ran- 
dolph-Macon  Woman’s  College,  Roanoke  College,  and  Washing¬ 
ton  and  Lee  University, 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  After  being  accepted  into  the  membership  and  being  in 
total  compliance  with  the  membership  criteria  regarding  sports 
sponsorship,  financial  aid  and  scheduling,  an  institution  should 
be  afforded  the  opportunity  for  its  athletes  to  compete  for  na¬ 
tional  championships.  Bylaw  20.2.4-(a)  requires  a  wait  of  two 
years  after  membership  criteria  are  met.  For  example,  an  insti¬ 
tution  decides  to  move  from  the  NAIA  to  NCAA  Division  III  and 
begins  the  process  of  not  giving  athletics  grants  and  of  schedul¬ 
ing  as  required  in  football  and  men’s  basketball.  After  four 
years,  the  institution  could  apply  for  Division  III  membership, 
and  (beginning  with  the  fifth  year)  no  athletes  would  be  receiv¬ 
ing  athletically  related  aid  and  the  sports  schedules  would  be  in 
place.  Programmatically,  the  institution  would  be  like  all  others 
in  Division  III.  However,  two  more  years  (for  a  total  of  six  after 
discontinuing  athletically  related  financial  aid)  are  required.  Al¬ 
though  an  NCAA  Division  111  member,  the  institution  is  not  at¬ 
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tractive  to  Division  III  conferences  in  these  two  years  (or  in 
scheduling  other  Division  III  schools)  because  a  loss  might  result 
in  displacing  a  conference  school  from  postseason  play.  Further¬ 
more,  individual  student-athletes  lose  the  opportunity  to  com¬ 
pete  in  national  championships  during  these  two  years  while 
athletes  previously  receiving  athletically  related  aid  may  trans¬ 
fer  from  Division  I  or  an  NAIA  school  and  compete  for  Division 
111  national  championships  immediately. 

Action;  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions. 

NO  95  CHAMPIONSHIPS  ELIGIBILITY— NEW 
DIVISION  III  MEMBERS 

Intent:  To  permit  new  Division  III  member  institutions  to  be  eli^ble 
to  participate  in  NCAA  championships  if  they  have  operated  m 
conformity  with  membership  criteria  for  one  year,  rather  than 
two  years. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.2.4,  page  281,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  ail  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“20.2.4  Eligibility  of  New  Member  for  Championships.  To  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  NCAA  championships  immediately  following  the 
September  1  on  which  an  institution’s  election  to  membership 
becomes  effective,  the  institution  shall: 

“(a)  Have  operated  in  conformity  with  the  membership  criteria 
of  this  article  for  its  division  for  a  period  of  two  years  for 
Divisions  1  and  II  and  one  year  for  Division  111, 
[Remainder  of  20.2.4  unchanged.] 

Source:  Emory  and  Henry  College,  Guilford  College.  Hampden-Syd- 
ney  College,  Lynchburg  College,  Randolph-Macon  College,  Kan- 
dolph-Macon  Woman's  College,  Roanoke  College,  and  Washing¬ 
ton  and  Lee  University 

Effective  Date:  September  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  Bylaw  20.2.4-(a)  requires  a  wait  of  two  years  after  mem¬ 
bership  criteria  are  met.  For  example,  an  institution  decides  to 
move  from  the  NAIA  to  NCAA  Division  III  and  begins  the  pro¬ 
cess  of  not  giving  athletics  grants  and  of  scheduling  as  required 
in  football  and  men’s  basketball.  After  four  years,  the  institution 
could  apply  for  Division  III  membership,  and  (beginning  with 
the  fifth  year)  no  athletes  would  be  receiving  athletically  related 
aid  and  the  sports  schedules  would  be  in  place.  Programmatical¬ 
ly  the  institution  would  be  like  all  others  in  Division  HI.  Howev¬ 
er.  two  more  years  (for  a  total  of  six  after  discontinuing  atWeti- 
cally  related  financial  aid)  are  required.  Although  an  NC^ 
Division  III  member,  the  institution  is  not  attractive  to  Divwion 
III  conferences  in  these  two  years  (or  in  scheduling  other  Divi¬ 
sion  III  schools)  because  a  loss  might  result  in  displacing  a  con¬ 
ference  school  from  postseason  play  Furthermore,  individua 
student-athletes  lose  the  opportunity  to  compete  in  national 
championships  during  these  two  years  while  athletes  previously 


Legisbtive  Proposals 


A- 147 


receiving  athletically  related  aid  may  transfer  from 
Tn  NAlA  school  and  compete  for  Division  Ill  national  chainpi- 

^nships  immediately.  Reducing  3 

vears  to  one  year  will  better  serve  the  student-athletes  it  i 
allow  the  institution  to  have  one  year  to  prepare  schedules 
conferences  to  “plug  in”  a  new  member. 

Action:  Moot  due  to  passage  of  No.  94. 

NO  96  RESOLUTION:  DIVISION  I  AUTOMATIC 
QUALIFICATION 

I  Division  I  only] 

"Whereas  the  NCAA  Council  is  sponsoring  legislation  for  new 

Division  II  or  Division  III  classification,  and 

■Whereas,  such  reclassification  potentially  could  cause  current 

conference  alignments  to  drop  below  stated  mimmums,  and 

■Whereas,  the  current  trend  of  institutions 
from  one  conference  to  another  has  cha^^^^ 

bardshin  with  respect  to  automatic  qualification  for 
onships^r  institutions  remaining  in  a  conference  and  otherwise 
teing  in  compliance  with  all  NCAA  legislation  regarding  classifica- 
tion  in  Division  I;  and 

"Whereas,  institutions  remaining  in  a  conference  would  meet 
proposed  new  requirements  if  passed;  and 

■Wherea.,.  automatic  qualification  for  NCAA  chanipionships 
under  these  circumstances  would  be  in  jeopardy  for  such  a  confer- 

ence;  and  ,  ^  ...  ^  _ 

"Whereas  it  appears  the  intent  of  the  NC^  Counci  is 
cause  harm  to  or  tbpenalize  institutions  complying  with  new  NCAA 
legislation  regarding  membership  in  Division  , 

■Now  Therefore.  Be  U  Resolved,  that  if  the  1991  Convention 

allow  ttesameTime  period  for  conferences  to  comply  with  the  pro- 
posals  without  penalty  of  losing  their  current  automatic  qualification 

for  NCAA  championships;  and 

"Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  appropriate  action  be  considered  to 
stipulate  that  if  Division  I  institutions  from  two  or  more  affected  _ 

Srences  that  previously  held  any  automatic  quahfmations  elect  to 

merge  or  if  during  the  specified  time  period  a  conference  incorpo¬ 
rates  any  new  members  who  comply  with  proposed  new  Division  I 
requirem^ents,  then  the  conference  will  not  lose  automatic  qualifica¬ 
tion.” 
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Source:  All  seven  members  of  the  East  Coast  Conference  and  all 
nine  members  of  the  Trans  Amenca  Athletic  Conference. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

mote-  Proposal  No.  120.  page  159.  will  he  considered  at  this  point  if 
the  Convention  unanimously  consents  to  its  consideration.! 

NO.  97  AUTOMATIC  QUALIFICATION-DIVISION  I 
MEN’S  BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  permit  Division  I  “ball  “ungTn^a 

‘"‘^"mTm'of  uTaference  aS  to  delete'^pecif.c  automat- 

“fic^tiin  opUo^s  Jconferences  with  12  or  more  mem- 

bers. 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.5.1.1,  pages  267.  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only] 

SSSSS-SSs' 

fore  declaring  its  champion  in  basketball. 

"185  111  Options  for  Conference  W,th  12  or  More  MemPers  A  <^onfBTence  of 
,2  or  mom  Inslilulions  muy  sslaUlsI,  subdmsivns  ol 

divides  under  this  provision 

■(e)  Earn  inslilulloo  stislt  conOvet  dovW  leund-'otm. 

IIS  own  subdmslm  and  aiogte  imiui-ioan.  icseason  crmeimn  sssiosl 

members  of  the  other  subdivision,  and 

and  shall  satisfy  the  other  requirements  of  this  legislauon. 

Source:  Butler  Univermty,  "Hy  of 

^ut«e"St;^“"'~^  Xa^vier  University 

(Ohio). 

Effective  Date:  August  I,  1991. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 
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Recruiting 

NO.  98  OFFICIAL  VISIT— ACT  OR  SAT  SCORE 

Intent:  To  require  a  prospective  student-athlete  to  present  an  ACT 
or  SAT  score  (achieved  on  a  national  testing  date  under  national 
testing  conditions)  prior  to  the  receipt  of  an  expense-paid  visit. 

Bylaws;  Amend  13.7.1.2  by  adding  new  13  7.1.2.3,  page  84.  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  1  and  II,  divided  vote) 

“13.7.1,2.3  ACT  or  SAT  Score— Official  Visit.  A  Division  I 
or  II  member  institution  may  not  provide  an  expense- 
paid  visit  to  a  prospective  student-athlete  who  has  not 
presented  the  institution  with  a  score  from  an  ACT  or  an 
SAT  test  taken  on  a  national  testing  date  under  national 
testing  conditions.  A  foreign  or  learning-disabled 
prospective  student-athlete  who  requires  a  special  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  ACT  or  SAT  may  present  such  a  score, 
upon  the  approval  of  the  NCAA  Academic  Requirements 
Committee  or  the  Council  Subcommittee  or  Initial-Eligi¬ 
bility  Waivers.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Metropolitan  Collegiate  Athletic  Confer¬ 
ence). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  The  purposes  of  this  legislation  are  (1)  to  permit  a  mem¬ 
ber  institution  to  allocate  its  recruiting  funds  more  efricienlly  by 
having  a  more  complete  academic  profile  of  the  prospect  prior  to 
expending  funds  for  an  official  visit,  (2)  to  provide  an  incentive 
to  prospective  student-athletes  to  take  the  required  tesKs)  early 
during  their  high  school  attendance  (e.g.,  junior  year)  and  (3)  to 
put  in  place  an  early  warning  notice  to  prospects  regarding  the 
potentially  significant  consequences  of  being  a  partial  or  non- 
qualifier.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  legislation  does  not  man¬ 
date  achievement  of  a  minimum  score  prior  to  an  official  visit 
and  that  the  effective  date  of  the  legislation  provides  sufficient 
notice/lead  time  for  prospects  to  make  necessary  adjustments. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II  as  amended  by  No.  98-1. 

NO.  98-1  OFFICIAL  VISIT— ACT  OR  SAT  SCORE 

Amend  Proposal  No.  98,  13.7,1.2.3,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  votel 
“13.7.1.2.3  PSAT,  ACT  or  SAT  Score— Official  Visit.  A  Division  I 
or  11  member  institution  may  not  provide  an  expense-paid  visit 
to  a  prospective  student-athlete  who  has  not  presented  the  insti¬ 
tution  with  a  score  from  a  PSAT,  an  ACT  or  an  SAT  test  taken 
on  a  national  testing  date  under  national  testing  conditions.  A 
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foreign  or  learning-disabled  prospective  student^thle^ 

rsrnt%r“‘u"a;Uo:aT!^^^ 

Requirements  Committee  or  the  Council  Subcommittee  on  Inl- 
tial-Eligibility  Waivers.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group  and  all  seven  members 
of  the  Patriot  League. 

Action;  Adopted  by  Divisions  I  and  II. 

NO.  99  UNOFFICIAL  VISITS— MEALS 
Intent-  To  permit  Divisions  II  and  HI  member  institutions  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  meal  to  a  prospect  and  the  prospects  parents  during  a 
unofficial  visit  even  though  the  same  oportunity  is  not  avail¬ 
able  to  all  prospective  students  visiting  the  campus. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.8.2.1.1.1,  page  87,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  II  and  III,  divided  VO  1 

“13  8  2  1.1.1  Divisions  II  and  III.  A  Division  II  or  III  ‘"sfitution 
may  provide  the  prospect  and  the  prospect’s  parents  or 
miardians  with  a  meal  in  the  institution  s  on-c^pus  dining 
^ility  during  an  unofficial  visit.  In  addition,  a  Division  II  or 
III  institution  may  provide  a  meal  in  an  off-campus  dining 
!{y  when  an  on-ca'nfpus  dining  facilities  are  closed,  pro 
Jtution  can  certify  that  if  is  the  institutions  normal  policy  to  provide  such  a  mea 
under  similar  circumstances  to  alt  prospective  students  (including  nonathletes)  visiting 

the  campus.”  , 

Source:  All  26  members  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate 
Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  Current  legislation  does  not  permit  the  opportunity  to 
feed  parents  or  legal  guardians  when  they  accompany  a  prospect 
to  campus  This  legislation  would  make  it  possible  to  provide  the 
mealW  without  counting  the  visit  as  a  paid  v.s.t  to  a  Dtvtston  il 
or  III  school.  This  change  would  be  permissive. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  ii  (80-77);  defeated  by  Division  ill  (89- 

101). 

inn  rfCRUITING  DEAD  PERIODS— NATIONAL 

letter  of  intent  nonsubscriber 

Intent-  To  exempt  from  the  current  “dead  periods”  in  recruiting  that 
su^rouS  all  initial  signing  dates  for  the  National  Lftter  of  In- 
tenTthose  member  institutions  that  are  not  ! 

NationKter  of  Intent  program  and  that  have  established 

their  own  institutional  “dead  periods. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.4.4  by  adding  new  13.02.4.4.1,  page  70,  as  o  - 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 
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“13.02.4.4.1  National  Letter  of  Intent  Nonsubscriber.  Dead 
periods  surrounding  all  initial  signing  dates  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Letter  of  Intent  shall  be  quiet  periods  for  an  msti- 
tution  that  is  not  a  subscriber  to  the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  program  and  whose  established  admissions 
dures  provide  for  a  period  of  noncontact  of  at  least  4 
hours  in  connection  with  the  notification  of  ^plicants  of 
their  admission.  Such  institutional  periods  shall  be  dead 
periods.” 

Source;  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  National  Letter  of  Intent  program,  while  widely 
used  in  Division  I,  is  a  voluntary  program  that  is  not  the  result 
of  any  NCAA  legislative  enactment  or  obligation  and  is  not  ad¬ 
ministered  or  enforced  by  the  NCAA.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the 
status  of  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  program  to  requirynsti- 
tutions  that  do  not  subscribe  to  it,  but  use  their  own  different 
admissions  procedures,  to  be  bound  by  its  rules.  This  is  particu¬ 
larly  true  when  those  institutional  procedures  include  dead  pe¬ 
riods”  surrounding  admissions  that  serve  the  same  purpose  of 
providing  prospective  student-athletes  an  opportunky  to  consid¬ 
er  offers  of  admission  free  from  recruiting  activity.  The  Nationa 
Letter  of  Intent  program’s  adoption  of  an  experimental  lad 
contact  date  already  has  created  a  new  bylaw  dead  period 
without  any  Convention  legislative  action.  The  Conference  of 
Conferences”  proposed  legislation  would  increase  the  letter 
dead  period  to  120  hours,  imposed  at  both  spring  and  fall  sign¬ 
ing  dates. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO.  101  RECRUITING  DEAD  PERIODS— NATIONAL 
LETTER  OF  INTENT  NONSUBSCRIBER 

Intent:  To  exempt  from  the  current  “dead  periods”  in  recruiting  that 
surround  the  fall  initial  signing  dates  for  the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  those  member  institutions  that  are  not  subscribers  to  the 
National  Letter  of  Intent  program  and  that  have  established 
their  own  institutional  “dead  periods.” 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.4.4  by  adding  13.02.4.4.1,  page  70,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  votel 
“13  02.4.4.1  National  Letter  of  Intent  Nonsubscriber.  Dead 
periods  surrounding  the  fall  initial  signing  dates  for  the 
National  Letter  of  Intent  shall  be  quiet  periods  for  an  in- 
stitution  that  is  not  a  subscriber  to  the  National  Letter  of 
Intent  program  and  whose  established  admissions 
dures  provide  for  a  period  of  noncontact  of  at  least  48 
hours  in  connection  with  the  notification  of  appl*®®”]* 
their  admission.  Such  institutional  periods  shall  be  dead 
periods.” 
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Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Ivy  Group. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale;  The  National  Letter  of  Intent  program,  while  widely 
used  in  Division  I,  is  a  voluntary  program  that  is  not  the  result 
of  any  NCAA  legislative  enactment  or  obliption  and  is  not  ad- 
ministered  or  enforced  by  the  NCAA.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the 
status  of  the  National  Letter  of  Intent  program  to  requiry nsti- 
tutions  that  do  not  subscribe  to  it,  but  use  their  own  dmerent 
admissions  procedures,  to  be  bound  by  its  rules.  This  is  particu¬ 
larly  true  when  those  institutional  procedures  include  “dead  pe¬ 
riods”  surrounding  admissions  that  serve  the  same  purpose  of 
providing  prospective  student-athletes  an  opportunity  to  consid¬ 
er  offers  of  admission  free  from  recruiting  activity.  The  Nations 
Letter  of  Intent  program’s  adoption  of  an  “experimental  fall 
contact  date  already  has  created  a  new  bylaw  ‘^ead  period 
without  any  Convention  legislative  action.  The  “Conference  of 
Conferences”  proposed  legislation  would  increase  the  letter 
dead  period  to  120  hours,  imposed  at  both  spring  and  fall  sign¬ 
ing  dates. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 

NO  102  recruiting  CONTACTS— DIVISION  I-A  HEAD 
COACH 

Intent:  To  permit  a  Division  1-A  football  head  coach  to  conduct  one 
visit  with  a  prospect  at  the  prospect’s  school  and  one  visit  with 
the  prospect  at  the  prospect’s  home  on  different  calendar  days. 

Bylaws;  Amend  13.1.2.7.1.  page  74,  as  follows. 

[Division  I-A  football  onlyl 

“13.1.2.7.1  Off-Campus  Contact.  In  Division  I-A  football,  the 
head  coach  may  make  one  in-person,  ofT-campus  contact  with  a 
prospect  or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or  legal  guardian(s)  only  dunry 
one  calendar  day  It  is  permissiole  for  this  contact  to  occur  both  at  the  site  of  the 
prospect’s  educational  institution  and  one  such  contact  away 
from  the  institutional  grounds,  provided  each  contact  is  coumbie  and  oc¬ 
curs  within  the  same  calendar  day.  During  such  contacts,  the  head  coach 
may  be  accompanied  by  an  assistant(s)  who  otherwise  is  re¬ 
quired  to  observe  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  bylaws. 

Source:  University  of  Cincinnati;  University  of  Colorado,  Boulder; 
Colorado  State  University;  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology; 
Louisiana  State  University;  University  of  Missouri,  Columbia; 
University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Texas 
Tech  University,  and  University  of  Wyoming. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  The  current  rule  allows  the  head  football  coach  to  visit  a 
prospect  on  one  occasion  at  the  prospect’s  school  and  on  one  oc¬ 
casion  away  from  school  grounds,  provided  such  visits  occur  on 
the  same  calendar  day.  It  is  important  that  the  head  coach  have 
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an  opportunity  to  visit  the  prospect  in  the  home  and  meet  with 
the  parents  or  guardians.  Such  a  visit  assists  the  coach  in  evalu* 
ating  the  background  and  character  of  the  prospect.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  schedule  the  visit  with  the 
prospect  at  both  school  and  home  on  the  same  day.  Also,  if  the 
coach  visits  the  prospect  at  the  school  first  and  subsequently  the 
appointment  with  the  parents  in  the  home  is  canceled  or  the 
parents  are  unavailable,  the  head  coach  is  prevented  from  the 
opportunity  of  making  the  important  home  visit.  With  the  poten¬ 
tial  decrease  in  the  number  of  ^ants  available  in  the  sport  of 
football,  it  becomes  increasingly  important  for  the  head  coach  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  make  the  home  visit  without  being  en¬ 
cumbered  by  scheduling  conflicts  over  which  the  coach  may  have 
no  control. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A. 

NO,  103  EVALUATION  PERIODS— DIVISIONS  I-A  AND 
I-AA  FOOTBALL 

Intent:  To  limit  the  evaluation  period  during  the  month  of  May  to  15 
consecutive  weekdays  designated  in  writing  by  the  member  in¬ 
stitution. 

Bylaws;  Amend  13.1.3.5,  pages  77-78,  as  follows; 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13.1.3.5  Football.  Division  I.  The  following  contact  and  evalua¬ 
tion  periods  shall  apply  to  football  in  Division  I: 

[  13.1.3.5-(a)  through  13.1.3.5-(i)  unchanged.] 

“(j)  Fifteen  consecutive  days  weekdays  (Monday  through  Fri¬ 
day)  during  May  1  through  May  31  selected  at  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  member  institution  and  designated  in  writing  in 
the  office  of  the  director  of  athletics.” 

[Remainder  of  13  1.3.5  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Southeastern  Conference. 

Effective  Date;  Immediately. 

Rationale:  May  is  a  crucial  time  in  the  recruiting  process  in  that  it 
is  the  end  of  the  student-athletes  junior  year  in  high  school  and 
academic  records  must  be  evaluated  as  to  their  potential.  The 
current  rule  of  15  consecutive  days  could  limit  athletics  depart¬ 
ments  to  a  maximum  of  10  class  days  to  evaluate,  whereas  the 
proposed  legislation  insures  that  every  program  will  have  15 
class  days  in  which  to  evaluate  prospective  student-athletes 
every  year. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-A  and  I-AA. 

NO.  104  OFFICIAL  VISITS— TRANSPORTATION 

Intent:  To  permit  any  member  of  an  institution’s  athletics  depart¬ 
ment  other  than  a  volunteer  coach  to  provide  automobile  trans- 
portation  for  a  prospect  in  the  sport  of  football  between  the 
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prospect’s  home  or  educational  institution  in  conjunction  with  an 
official  visit. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.2  by  adding  new  13.6.2.4,  page  84.  renumber¬ 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows; 

(Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13,6.2.4  Transportation  by  Institutional  Staff  Members. 
In  the  sport  of  football,  any  member  of  an  institution  s 
athletics  department,  except  a  volunteer  coach  per 
11.02.6,  may  provide  automobile  transportation  for  tne 
prospect  between  the  prospect’s  home  or  educational  in¬ 
stitution  and  the  member  institution.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Southland  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  designed  to  assist  institutions  in  their  ef¬ 
forts  to  provide  convenient  and  cost-effective  transportation  to 
prospective  student-athletes  in  the  sport  of  football  on  the  occa¬ 
sion  of  their  official  visits.  It  is  common  for  an  institution  to  invite 
several  prospective  student-athletes  to  its  campus  for  an  oflicial 
paid  visit  on  the  same  weekend.  On  these  weekends,  institutions 
often  find  themselves  without  sufficient  staff  members  to  accoim 
modate  all  of  the  transportation  needs,  and  this  proposal  would 
simply  allow  graduate  and  part-time  assistant  coaches  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  transport  the  prospects  to  and  from  their  homes  or  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  and  the  member’s  campus.  The  rules  ciwent- 
ly  permit  full-time  coaches  to  provide  this  type  of  transportation 
and  any  staff  member  is  permitted  to  transport  prospects  to  and 
from  the  nearest  transit  station.  This  proposal  should  not  result 
in  an  expansion  of  recruiting  opportunities. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-AA  as  amended  by  No.  104-1;  defeat¬ 
ed  by  Division  I-A. 

NO.  104-1  OFFICIAL  VISITS— TRANSPORTATION 

Amend  Proposal  No.  104, 13.6.2.4,  as  follows; 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13.6.2.4  Transportation  by  Institutional  Staff  Members.  In  the 
sport  of  football,  any  member  of  an  institution’s  athletics  d^art- 
ment.  (except  a  volunteer  coach  per  11.02.6.)  who  has  been 
certified  pursuant  to  a  conference  certification  program 
may  provide  automobile  transportation  for  the  prospect  between 
the  prospect’s  home  or  educational  institution  and  the  member 
institution.” 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Southland  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-AA;  defeated  by  Division  I-A. 

NO.  104-2  OFFICIAL  VISITS— TRANSPORTATION 

Amend  Proposal  No.  104,  13.6.2.4,  as  follows; 
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(Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“13.6.2.4  Transportation  by  Institutional  Staff  Members.  In  the 
sport  of  football,  any  member  of  an  institution's  athletics  department,  except  a 
volunteer  coach  per  11.02.6.  full-time  coaching  staff  members  may 
provide  automobile  transportation  for  the  prospect  between  the 
prospect’s  home  or  educational  institution  and  the  member  insti¬ 
tution.  All  other  athletics  department  staff  members  (ex¬ 
cept  for  volunteer  coaches  per  11.02.6)  may  provide  auto- 
mobile  transportation  for  the  prospect  within  a  lOO-mile 
radius  of  the  member  institution’s  campus.” 

Source;  All  eight  members  of  the  Southland  Conference. 

Action:  Not  moved. 

NO.  105  EVALUATION  PERIODS—DIVISION I  WOMEN’S 
BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  add  the  period  of  December  26  through  December  31  and 
to  delete  the  period  of  January  17  through  January  24  as  per¬ 
missible  evaluation  periods  in  the  sport  of  Division  I  womens 
basketball. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.2,  pages  75-76,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only) 

“13  1.3.2  Basketball,  Division  I  Women’s.  The  following  contact 
and  evaluation  periods  shall  apply  to  women’s  basketball  in  Di¬ 
vision  I: 

[  1 3. 1.3.2-(a)  through  13.1. 3.2-(e)  unchanged.) 

“(D  December  16  through  January  i6  Quiet  Period 

December  25. 

“(g)  December  26  through  December  3 1  Evaluation  Period 
•‘(h)  January  17  through  24  Evaluation  Period 

“(h)  January  25 1  through  February  7  Quiet  Period” 

[Remainder  of  13.1.3.2  unchanged.) 

Source:  All  eight  members  of  the  Southland  Conference. 

Effective  Date;  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  would  reallocate  an  evalu¬ 
ation  period  in  Division  I  women’s  basketball  to  provide  coaches 
a  greater  opportunity  to  evaluate  prospects  during  a  period 
when  classes  are  not  in  session.  Typically,  many  holiday  tourna¬ 
ments  are  played  during  the  proposed  evaluation  period  and 
coaches  currently  are  precluded  from  attending.  This  proposal  is 
consistent  with  reform  measures  designed  to  control  costs  and 
results  in  a  net  reduction  of  the  evaluation  period  in  Division  I 
women’s  basketball. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I. 

NO.  106  EVALUATION  PERIODS—DIVISION  I  WOMEN’S 
BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  exchange  the  December  1  through  December  15  evalua- 
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tion  period  in  Division  I  women’s  basketball  for  evaluation  peri¬ 
ods  from  the  first  Monday  through  the  first  Saturday  in  Decem¬ 
ber,  the  Tuesday  through  the  Saturday  prior  to  Christmas  and 
December  27  through  December  30. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.2,  pages  75-76,  as  follows: 

(Division  I  only) 

“13.1.3.2  Basketball.  Division  I  Women’s.  The  following  contact 
and  evaluation  periods  shall  apply  to  women’s  basketball  in  Di¬ 
vision  I: 

(13.1.3.2-(a)  through  13.1.3.2-(d)  unchanged.) 

‘Ve)  December  t  through  December  15:  Evaluation  Period 

“(e)  First  Monday  through  first  Evaluation  Period 

Saturday  in  December: 

“(f)  Tuesday  through  Saturday  prior  Evaluation  Period 
to  Christmas: 

“(g)  December  27  through  December  Evaluation  Period 
30: 

“(h)  Those  days  in  December  not  Quiet  Period 

designated  for  evaluation  periods: 

-(()  (i)  December  16  January  1  through  Quiet  Period” 

January  16; 

I13.1.3.2-(g)  through  13.1.3.2-(t),  relettered  as  13.1.3.2-(j) 
through  13.1.3.2-(w),  unchanged.) 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Recruiting  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 1991. 

Rationale:  The  change  in  evaluation  dates  for  the  month  of  Decem¬ 
ber  would  allow  coaches  to  attend  holiday  basketball  tourna¬ 
ments.  Attendance  at  these  tournaments  is  cost-effective  and 
would  provide  an  opportunity  to  view  a  larger  group  of  prospects 
at  one  site.  Furthermore,  it  would  reduce  recruiting  activities  on 
Sunday.  Finally,  it  would  allow  coaches  to  remain  on  campus 
during  final-exam  periods. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  107  EVALUATION  PERIODS—DIVISION  I  WOMEN’S 
BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  change  the  permissible  dates  during  which  Division  I 
women’s  basketball  coaching  staff  members  may  evaluate 
prospects  in  the  state  of  Hawaii. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.2,  pages  75-76,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“13.1.3.2  Basketball,  Division  I  Women’s.  The  following  contact 
and  evaluation  periods  shall  apply  to  women’s  basketball  in  Di¬ 
vision  I. 

[13.1.3.2-(a)  through  13.1.3.2-{s)  unchanged.] 
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“(t)  In  those  states  that  play  the  high  school  basketball  season 
in  the  spring,  except  for  Hawaii,  evaluation  shall  be  per¬ 
missible  only  between  July  8  and  July  31  and  between  ^nl 
8  and  April  26.  In  the  state  of  Hawaii,  evaluations  shall 
be  permissible  only  between  July  8  and  July  31  and 
between  April  17  and  May  7.” 

[Remainder  of  13.1.3.2  unchanged.! 

Source:  All  11  members  of  the  Big  West  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  Hawaii  High  School  Girls  State  Basketball  Champi¬ 
onships  are  held  during  the  first  week  in  May. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  1. 

NO  108  SPORTS  CAMPS  AND  CLINICS — ^WOMEN’S 
BASKETBALL  COACHING  STAFF 

Intent:  To  prohibit  a  member  of  a  Division  I  institutions  womens 
basketball  coaching  staff  from  being  employed  by  or  lecturing  at 
a  noninstitutional  basketball  camp  or  clinic  in  which  prospective 
student-athletes  participate. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.13.2.3.2,  page  95,  as  follows. 

[Division  I  only] 

"13.13.2.3.2  Additional  Division  I  Football  and  Men's  Basketball 
Restrictions.  A  member  institution’s  coaching  staff  members  in 
the  sports  of  Division  I  football  and  men's  basketball  may  not  be 
employed  (either  on  a  salaried  or  a  volunteer  ba.sis)  or  lecture  at 
a  noninstitutional  (i.e.,  privately  owned)  football  or  basketball 
camp  or  clinic  in  which  prospective  student-athletes  partici¬ 
pate.” 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Recruiting  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately;  coaches  with  a  written  contract  for 
such  employment  in  effect  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  may  be  exempt  until  the  beginning  of  the  1991-92  aca¬ 
demic  year. 

Rationale:  Women’s  basketball  coaches  believe  it  is  necessary  to  re¬ 
strict  employment  at  privately  owned  camps  in  which  prospects 
participate  in  order  to  eliminate  the  recruiting  advantage  a 
member  institution  may  receive  through  such  employment.  This 
legislation  would  restrict  this  competition  for  the  services  of 
women’s  basketball  coaches  at  such  camps  consistent  with  the 
restriction  currently  in  place  for  football  and  men  s  basketball. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I. 

NO.  109  COMPLIMENTARY  ADMISSIONS 

Intent:  To  specify  that  a  Division  I  member  institution  shall  Pro¬ 
vide  complimentary  admissions  to  a  prospective  student-athlete 
for  a  postseason  conference  tournament. 
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A  Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.5.2.1,  page  86,  as  follows: 

[Division  I  only] 

“13  7  5  2  1  Conference  Tournaments.  A  Division  I  institutiim 

may  pSvIde  compUmentapr  admissions  to  a  prospect 
for  a  postseason  conference  tournament.  The  Prospect 
may  purchase  tickets  only  in  the  ®  " 

othL  mSnber  of  the  general  public,  kn  Division  II  or  III 

institution  may  provida  complimentary  f  “^^f^h^insSfon 
for  a  Dostseason  conference  tournament  only  u  the  inswtution 
parWc^n^The  tournament  and  it  is  held  on  the  mst,tut.ons 
campus.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.8.2.3.  page  88,  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only] 

“13  8  2  3  Conference  Tbumaments.  A  Division  I  institution  imy 
not  provide  complimentary  admissi^  to  a  ® 

po2S^n  conference  tournament.  The 
okAce  tickets  only  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  mem 
ber  of  the  gener  public.  An  Division  11  or  III  institution  may 
mc^de  SnStoentary  admissions  to  a  prospect  for  a 
SrLe  mumament  only  if  the  instHutmu  participates  in  the 
tournament  and  it  is  held  on  the  institution  s  campus. 

Source-  Butler  University,  University  of  Dayton,  University  of  De¬ 
troit  University  of  Evansville.  Loyola  University  (Illinois),  * 

quTtle  UnfvSy,  St.  Louis  University  and  Xavier  University 
(Ohio). 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1991. 

Rationale-  In  many  instances,  Division  I  postseason  conference 
^  ‘tournaments  have  developed  to  a  Poi^t  where 

a  normal  campus  athletics  event  as  'n^®«ded  by  ^e  legislation 
Tkp  rpqult  is  a  significant  recruiting  advantage  for  the  host  in 
I«uU™  GenS  these  events  a- not  controlled  or  c^ 
bv  the  host  institution  and,  thus,  should  not  be  considereu  a 
campus  athletics  event.  Existing  interpretations 
prwision  of  complimentary  admissions  for  games  m  the  Natmn- 
rinvitTtion  Tournament  and  other  »P“nl  events.  torentUj- 
islation  prohibits  complimentary  admissions  for  NCAA  champi 
onships^and  postseason  football  games.  Division  I  postseason 
conference  tournaments  should  fall  in  the  same  category. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I.  _ _ 


Playing  Seasons 

NO.  no  CONTEST  LIMITATIONS— FOREIGN  TOURS 
Tntoni-  Tn  increase  from  five  to  10  the  limitation  on  the  number  of 
contests  and  dates  of  competition  during  a  foreign  tour  m  sports 
other  than  football  and  basketball. 
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Bylaws:  Amend  30.6.5,  page  328,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“30.6.5  Maximum  Number  of  Contests/Competition  Dates.  A 
team  shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  three  football  games.  10 
basketball  games,  or  five  10  contests  or  dates  of  competition  in 
any  other  sport  during  and  as  part  of  the  tour.*’ 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  College  Conference  of  Illinois  and 
Wisconsin. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  All  sports  should  be  given  an  equal  number  of  game/date 
possibilities  on  foreign  tours.  Also,  the  limit  of  five  games/dates 
is  too  restrictive  to  justify  the  cost  of  the  trip.  For  example,  this 
past  year,  a  tennis  team  could  play  only  five  matches  in  a  three- 
week  trip,  which  is  not  cost-effective.  A  limit  of  10  matches  is 
more  realistic. 

Action:  Adopted  by  all  three  divisions. 

NO.  Ill  SPRING  FOOTBALL  PRACTICE— DIVISIONS 
I-AANDI-AA 

Intent:  To  reinstate  the  spring  football  practice  rule  for  Divisions 
I-A  and  I-AA  that  provides  for  20  days  of  practice  within  a  36- 
calendar-day  period,  with  no  contact  on  five  days,  and  to  limit  a 
student’s  involvement  in  spring  practice  activities  to  a  maximum 
of  20  hours  per  week. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.6,  pages  208-209,  as  follows: 

[Federated  provision,  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“17.7.6  Out-of-Season  Practice.  Out-of- season  practice  in  football 
is  prohibited  except  for  the  following: 

“(a)  Spring  Practice  —  Division  I.  In  Division  I,  I5  20  postseason 
practice  sessions  are  permissible,  provided  they  are  conduct¬ 
ed  within  a  period  of  2f  36  consecutive  calendar  days,  omit¬ 
ting  vacation  and  examination  days  officially  announced  on 
the  institution  s  calendar,  with  no  practices  permitted  on 
Sundays.  Any  such  practice  sessions  held  during  vacation 
days  may  not  be  of  longer  duration  than  those  normally  held 
when  academic  classes  are  in  session.  Only  ?0 15  of  the  15  20 
sessions  may  involve  contact.  The  amount  of  time  that  a 
student-athlete  may  be  involved  in  such  postseason 
practice  activities  shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  20 
hours  per  week;” 

[Remainder  of  17.7.6  unchanged.) 

Source:  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa;  University  of  Cincin¬ 
nati;  Colorado  State  University;  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology; 
Louisiana  State  University;  University  of  Oklahoma;  Texas  Tech 
University,  and  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 
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Rationale-  The  spring  football  practice  period  that  allows  20  practice 
sesstns  overTsl-day  period,  with  a  limit  of  15  days  of  contact, 
has  worked  well.  Athletics  should  not  encroach  unduly  upon  a 
student’s  time,  and  a  proposal  to  limit  the 
volvement  in  the  sport  during  the  season  to  20  hours  generally 
has  been  well-received.  Football,  however,  is  different  than  most 
sSrts  becauU  it  is  a  group  activity  and  requires  supervision. 
Spring  practice  provides  an  opportunity  to  teach  ^ 

Deriment  with  position  changes,  evaluate  personne  ,  install  offen¬ 
sive  and  defensive  systems,  and  determine  the  ability  of  player^ 
Spring  practice  is  eWia»y  Xitf'  “  ®  new  coach 
the  prom-am  for  the  first  time.  The  extended  time  ^riod.  36  days, 
allows  for  a  better  spacing  of  practice  sessions  and  is 
on  the  players.  Also,  it  is  not  possible  to  teach  blocking  and  tack¬ 
ling  techniques  without  having  contact.  Spring  practice  is  for 
teaching  and  provides  both  players  and  teams  the 
improve  The  rule  that  has  been  in  effect  has  not  been  abused 
and  has  proven  to  be  effective.  It  should  be  continued. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  as  amended  by  No.  lll-l. 

NO  IIM  SPRING  FOOTBALL  PRACTICE— DIVISIONS 

I-A  AND  I-AA 

Amend  Proposal  No.  Ill,  17.7.6-{a),  as  follows:  ,.1 

[Federated  provision.  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA  football,  divided  vote] 
“(a)  Spring  Practice— Division  I.  In  Division  I,  20  15  postseason 
practice  sessions  are  permissible,  provided  they 
ed  within  a  period  of  36  22  consecutive  calendar  days,  omit¬ 
ting  vacatioi?  and  examination  days  officially 
the  institution’s  calendar,  with  no  practices  permitted  on 
Sundays.  Any  such  practice  sessions  held  during 
days  may  not  be  of  longer  duration  than  those 
when  academic  classes  are  in  session.  Only  i5  10  | 

sessions  may  involve  contact.  The  amount  of  time  that  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  may  be  involved  in  such  postseason  practice  ac¬ 
tivities  shall  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  20  hours  per  week; 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  Pacific- 10  Conference. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Divisions  I-A  and  I-AA. 

NO.  112  SPRING  FOOTBALL  PRACTICE— DIVISION  II 

Intent:  To  make  Division  II  spring  football 

sistent  with  limitations  currently  applicable  in  Division  1. 

Bylaws:  17.7  6,  pages  208-209,  as  follows. 

[Division  II  football  only] 

“17.7.6  Out-of-Season  Practice.  Out-of-season  practice  in  football 
is  prohibited,  except  for  the  following: 

[  17. 7. 6-(a)  unchanged.] 

“(h)  Spring  Practice  —  Division  II.  In  Division  II.  15  postsea- 
son  practice  sessions  are  permissible,  provided  they  are  con- 
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ducted  within  a  period  of  24  21  consecutive  calendar  days, 
omitting  vacation  and  examination  days  otiicially  an¬ 
nounced  on  the  institution’s  calendar,  with  no  practices 
permitted  on  Sundays.  Any  such  practice  sessions 
held  during  vacation  days  may  not  be  of  longer  dura¬ 
tion  than  those  normally  held  when  academic  classes 
are  in  session.  Contact  during  such  sessions  is  prohibited  and  practice 
sessions  (including  irwetings)  are  Imted  to  a  maximum  of  two  hours  per  day 
Only  10  of  the  15  sessions  may  involve  contact; 

(Remainder  of  17.7.6  unchanged.! 

Source:  Abilene  Christian  University,  Augustana  College  (South 
Dakota),  Central  Missouri  State  University,  Indiana  University 
of  Pennsylvania,  Mississippi  College,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University.  Missouri  Western  State  University.  North 
State  University,  Northeast  Missouri  State  University  North¬ 
west  Missouri  State  University,  Pittsburg  State  University.  Port¬ 
land  State  University,  Southeast  Mis.souri  State  Up''^ersity 
Southern  Utah  State  College.  Texas  A&I  University,  Troy  State 
University  and  Washburn  University. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  •  .u 

1.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  evaluate  players  abilities  in  the 
sport  of  football  when  no  contact  is  allowed.  Consequently,  a 
returning  or  transfer  student-athlete’s  opportunity  to  im¬ 
prove  his  chances  of  earning  or  upgrading  a  scholarship  are 
greatly  diminished. 

2.  Spring  football  traditionally  has  focused  on  the  teaching  of 
fundamentals.  A  player  may  be  exposed  to  a  greater  chance 
of  injury  if  his  fundamental  skills  are  not  properly  developed. 

3  Deletion  of  contact  in  spring  football  will  result  in  ^eater 
expenses  for  fall  practice  under  the  current  calendar.  Due  to 
the  lack  of  adequate  spring  evaluation,  niore 

have  to  be  included  in  fall  workouts.  In  addition^the  full  29 
practice  opportunities  will  have  to  be  utilized.  Tbis  longer 
time  period  and  greater  number  of  players  will  result  in 
higher  preseason  training  camp  expenses. 

4  Since  I-AA  schools  are  allowed  contact  in  the  spring,  the 
competitive  advantage  they  have  against  Division  II  schools 
is  even  more  pronounced. 

5  By  permitting  contact  for  only  10  of  the  15  practice  sessions. 
Division  II  members  will  recover  the  advantage  now  avail¬ 
able  to  Division  I  members  of  better  utilizatioin  of  time  dur¬ 
ing  spring  practices  for  improvement  of  individual  skills. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO.  113  HERITAGE  BOWL 

Intent:  To  permit  the  champions  of  the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Confer¬ 
ence  and  Southwestern  Athletic  Conference  to  participate  in  the 
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Heritage  Bowl,  in  addition  to  their  participation  in  the  National 
Collegiate  Division  I-AA  Football  Championship,  and  to  exclude 
participation  in  the  Heritage  Bowl  from  limitations  governing 
the  end  of  the  playing  season  and  the  permissible  number  of 
contests. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.7.4  and  17.7.5,  pages  206-208,  as  follows: 

[Division  I-AA  football  only] 

“17.7.4  End  of  Playing  Season.  A  member  institution’s  last  con¬ 
test  (game  or  scrimmage)  with  outside  competition  in  football 
shall  not  be  played  outside  the  traditional  segment  (Division  III) 
or  after  the  second  Saturday  or  Sunday  in  December  (Divisions  I 
and  II),  except  for  the  following. 
fl7.7.4-(a)  unchanged.) 

“(b)  Bowl  Games.  NCAA  and  NAIA  Championships,  and  Interna¬ 
tional  Competition,  and  Heritage  Bowl.  One  postseason 
game  approved  by  the  Postseason  Football  Subcommittee  of 
the  Special  Events  Committee  or  those  games  played  in  the 
National  Collegiate  Division  I-AA.  Division  II  and  Division 
III  Football  Championships;  international  competition  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  NCAA  Council  (by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  its 
members  present  and  voting),  or  the  National  Association  of 
Intercollegiate  Athletics  football  championships.  In  Divi¬ 
sion  I-AA  only,  a  member  institution’s  last  contest  also 
may  include  participation  in  the  Heritage  Bowl  to  be 
held  between  the  conference  champions  of  the  Mid- 
Eastern  Athletic  Conference  and  the  Southwestern 
Athletic  Conference. 

[Remainder  of  17.7.4  unchanged.] 

“17.7.5  Number  of  Contests 
(17.7.5.1  unchanged.! 

“17.7  5.2  Annual  Exemptions  The  maximum  number  of 
football  contests  shall  exclude  the  following: 

[17.7.5.2-(a)  through  17.7.5.2-(m)  unchanged.) 

“(n)  Heritage  Bowl.  Participation  in  the  Heritage 
Bowl  held  between  the  conference  champions  of 
the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference  and  the 
Southwestern  Athletic  Conference.” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference 
and  all  eight  members  of  the  Southwestern  Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale:  The  members  of  the  Mid-Eastern  Athletic  Conference 
and  Southwestern  Athletic  Conference  unanimously  have 
agreed  to  sponsor  a  championship  football  bowl  game  between 
the  two  conferences.  Legislation  to  establish  this  bowl  game  was 
submitted  at  the  1990  Convention  but  did  not  receive  the  re¬ 
quired  number  of  votes  for  adoption.  The  two  conferences  still 
are  very  much  committed  to  this  concept.  The  primary  purpose 
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of  the  game  is  to  generate  revenue  to  be  used  for  academic  schol¬ 
arships  for  needy  students  at  member  institutions  of  these 
conferences.  In  addition,  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed  to  conference  members  to  assist  with  the  financing  of 
their  athletics  programs. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  I-AA. 

NO.  114  MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF  CONTESTS— 

DIVISION  I  MEN’S  ICE  HOCKEY 

Intent;  To  reduce  from  38  to  34  the  number  of  permissible  contests 
in  Division  I  ice  hockey. 

Bylav^s:  Amend  17.10.5.1,  page  217.  as  follows; 

[Division  I  only! 

“17.10.5.1  Maximum  Limitations  —  Institutional.  A  member  in¬ 
stitution  shall  limit  its  total  regular-season  playing  schedule 
with  outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  ice  hockey  during  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  ice  hockey  playing  season  in  any  one  year  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  number  of  contests  (games  or  scrimmages),  except  for 
those  contests  excluded  under  17.10.5.2: 

“(a)  Division  I  —  38  34. 

[17.10.5.1-(b),  17.10.5. l-(c)  and  17.10.5.1.1  unchanged.! 

“17,10.5.1.2  Maximum  Limitations  —  Student- Athletes  An 
individual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic 
year  in  not  more  than  38  34  ice  hockey  contests  m  Division  I. 
or  not  more  than  32  contests  in  Division  II,  or  not  more  than 
28  contests  in  Division  III,  This  limitation  includes  those  con¬ 
tests  in  which  the  student  represents  the  institution  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  17.02.7,  including  competition  as  a  member  of  the 
varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution." 

Source:  Boston  College,  Boston  University,  University  of  Lowell, 
University  of  Maine,  Merrimack  College,  University  of  New 
Hampshire,  Northeastern  University  and  Providence  College. 

Effective  Date:  Augu.st  1,  1991. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  consistent  with  reductions  being  sug¬ 
gested  in  other  sports  in  Division  I  and  is  designed  to  reduce 
pressures  on  affected  student-athletes. 

Action:  Not  moved. 

NO.  115  BASKETBALL  CONTESTS— DIVISION  II 
Intent:  To  retain  the  current  Division  II  basketball  contest  limita¬ 
tion  of  28. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.5,1,  pages  189-190,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  only! 

“17.3.5.1  Maximum  Limitations  —  Institutional,  in  alt  divisions,  a  A 
member  institution  shall  limit  its  total  regular-season  playing 
.schedule  with  outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  basketball  in 
any  one  year  to  25  contests  (games  or  scrimmage.s)  in  Divisions 
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I  and  III  and  28  contests  (games  or  scrimmages)  in  Divi¬ 
sion  II. 

[17,3.5.1.1  and  17.3.5.1.2  unchanged.] 

“17  3  5.1.3  Maximum  Limitations  —  Student- Athlete.  ^  in¬ 
dividual  student-athlete  may  participate  each  academic 
year  in  not  more  than  25  basketball  contests  in  Divisions  I 
and  III  and  28  contests  in  Division  II.  This  limitation  in¬ 
cludes  those  contests  in  which  the  student  represents  the  in¬ 
stitution  in  accordance  with  17.02.7,  including 
as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  ^eshman  team 
of  the  institution  Further,  an  individual  student-athlete 
mav  participate  each  vear  in  only  one  postseason  basketball 
tournament  as  a  member  of  the  institution’s  varsity,  junior 
varsity  or  freshman  team  ” 

Source:  Central  Missouri  State  University,  Lincoln  Umversity  (Mis¬ 
souri),  Missouri  Southern  State  College,  Missoun  Western  State 
College,  Northeast  Missouri  State  University,  Northwest  Mis- 
souri^State  University,  Pittsburg  State  University,  Southwest 
Baptist  University  and  two  other  member  institutions. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale:  The  Division  II  basketball  season  of  competition  begins 
October  1  (in  1992-93)  with  team  conditioning  activities  pemis- 
sible  on  or  off  the  court.  The  first  contest  (currently  an^d  in  1992- 
93)  may  be  played  the  Friday  immediately  preceding  Thanksgiv¬ 
ing  The  season  ends  for  men  and  women  (for  1992-93) 
approximately  mid-March.  The  prime  purpose  for  an  athletics 
program  is  to  provide  wholesome  and  equitable  competition  for 
L  many  men  and  women  as  possible.  The  regular  playing  sea¬ 
son.  from  November  26  (first  playing  date)  to  fP* 

proximately  100  days,  is  a  very  adequate  amount  of  time  to  play 
28  contests,  plus  NCAA  tournament  and  conference  tournament 

games. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  II  (70-116). 

NO  116  PLAYING-SEASON  LIMITATIONS— 
BASKETBALL  EXEMPTIONS 

Intent:  To  exempt  up  to  four  contests  played  on  one  trip  to  Alaska 
once  every  four  vears  from  counting  within  the  niaximum  of 
number  of  contests  permitted  in  Division  II  basketball. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17  3.5.3.4  and  17.3.5.3,5,  pages  193-194,  as  follows; 

[Division  II  only] 

“17  3  5  3  4  Division  II  Options.  Not  more  than  once  every  four 
years,  a  Divi.sion  II  member  institution  may  exempt  from  count¬ 
ing  toward  the  maximum  number  of  basketball  contests  the 
games  played  on  one  trip  to  Alaska  (not  to  exceed  four  con- 
tests)  and  on  a  foreign  basketball  tour  certified  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  set  forth  in  30.6  (also  see  17.23),  provided 
the  foreign  tour  is  not  taken  in  the  same  academic  year  (or  the 
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surnmer  imm6di&tely  thereafter)  in  which  the  member  institu¬ 
tion  utilizes  any  of  the  exemptions  provided  in  17.3.5.3.5. 
“17.3.5.3.5  Additional  Division  11  Options.  Not  more  than  once 
every  four  years,  a  Division  II  member  institution  may  exempt 
not  more  than  one  of  the  following  from  counting  toward  the 
maximum  number  of  basketball  contests: 

“(a)  Hawaii.  Alaska  or  Puerto  Rico  Contests.  Not  more  than  one 
contest  or  tournament  (not  to  exceed  four  contests)  played  in 
Hawaii,  Alaska  or  Puerto  Rico,  respectively,  by  a  member  in¬ 
stitution  located  outside  the  area  in  question,  either  against 
or  under  the  sponsorship  of  an  active  member  institution  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  area  in  question;” 

[Remainder  of  17.3.5.3.5  unchanged.) 

Source:  NCAA  Council  (Division  II  Steering  Committee). 

Effective  Date:  August  1 ,  1992. 

Rationale:  1990  Convention  Proposal  No.  30-G,  which  becomes  ef¬ 
fective  August  1.  1992,  prohibited  an  institution  from  exempt¬ 
ing  contests  played  in  Alaska  if  the  institution  utilizes  any  ad¬ 
ditional  exemptions  (other  than  the  foreign  tour)  during  a 
four-year  period  (e.g.,  foreign  team  in  U.S.,  USA  Basketball 
club  member).  These  restrictions  pose  scheduling  problems  for 
Division  11  institutions  located  in  Alaska  and  additional  travel 
expenditures  make  it  difficult  for  them  to  continue  to  sponsor 
the  sport  of  basketball.  The  proposed  lepslation  will  ease  the 
above-mentioned  problems  by  allowing  institutions  to  exempt 
games  played  on  one  trip  (not  to  exceed  four  contests)  once 
every  four  years  in  addition  to  utilizing  additional  exemptions 
once  every  four  years. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  II. 

NO  117  RESOLUTION:  DIVISION  III  PLAYING 
SEASONS 

[Division  III  only] 

'^'Whereas,  during  the  last  decade.  Division  III  institutions,  as 
well  as  member  institutions  in  other  divisions,  have  experienced  a 
proliferation  in  intercollegiate  athletics  programs;  and 

''Whereas,  this  proliferation  has  resulted  in  many  Division  III 
athletes  specializing  in  one  sport  with  some  sports  training  taking 
place  on  a  year-round  basis,  which  requires  a  significant  amount  of 
the  student-athlete’s  academic,  extracurricular  and  social  time;  and 
"Whereas,  this  proliferation  has  led  to  expanded  team  practice 
time  that  occurs  prior  to  the  start  of  the  traditional  practice  and 
playing  season  and,  therefore,  places  unusual  pressures  on  operating 
budgets  and  facility  scheduling  and  creates  conflicts  with  programs 
such  as  freshman  orientation;  and 

"Whereas,  expanded  Division  III  seasons  create  tremendous 
pressure  on  already  overcrowded  small-college  facilities  and  that,  m 
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turn,  often  provides  little  time  for  recreation  and  intramural  pro¬ 
grams;  and 

“Whereas,  the  Division  III  statement  of  philosophy  indicates  that 
primary  emphasis  is  given  to  in-season  competition, 

“Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  Division  III  Steering 
Committee  review  this  matter  and  develop  legislation  that  will 
change  the  starting  dates  so  that  a  Division  III  member  institution 
shall  not  commence  a  fall  practice  or  playing  season  (excluding  the 
sport  of  football)  prior  to  September  1  or  the  first  day  of  regularly 
scheduled  classes,  whichever  comes  first;  shall  not  commence  a  win¬ 
ter  practice  or  playing  season  prior  to  November  1,  and  shall  not 
commence  a  spring  practice  or  playing  season  prior  to  February  1, 
and 

“Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  the  Division  III  Steering 
Committee  complete  the  review  of  this  matter  by  April  1,  1991,  and 
present  appropriate  legislation  to  the  Council  for  further  review,  and 
that  the  Council  sponsor  legislation  consistent  with  this  proposal  tor 
action  at  the  January  1992  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source:  Centre  College,  Grinnell  College,  Lawrence  University, 
Macalester  College,  Poraona-Pitzer  Colleges,  Smith  College, 
Wesleyan  University  and  Williams  College. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III. 

NO  118  EXEMPTED  SCRIMMAGES— DIVISION  III 
BASKETBALL 

Intent:  To  restore  the  two  informal,  exempted  practice  scrimmages 
in  Division  III  basketball  that  were  eliminated  with  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  1990  Proposal  No.  30.  which  becomes  effective  August  1, 
1992. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.3.5.2,  page  193,  as  follows: 

[Division  III  only] 

“17.3.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  basket¬ 
ball  contests  each  year  shall  exclude  the  following: 

[  17.3.5.2-(a)  through  17.3.5.2-(c)  unchanged.) 

“(d)  Division  III  Scrimmages.  For  Division  III  only,  two  in¬ 
formal  practice  scrimmages  with  outside  competition 
in  basketball  conducted  between  November  1  and  the 
conclusion  of  the  basketball  season. 

[Remainder  of  1 7. 3. 5. 2  unchanged.) 

Source:  All  10  members  of  the  New  Jersey  Athleric  Conference  and 
all  26  members  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate  Athletic 
Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  1992. 

Rationale*  In  order  to  get  the  basketball  season  limitations  (start¬ 
ing  dates)  passed  in  1990,  many  Division  III 

the  provision  that  the  two  scrimmages  currently  permitted 
(through  1991-92)  would  be  brought  back  for  reconsideration  at 
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the  1991  Convention.  This  legislation  does  that.  Jh®  "npnaMn^ 
tf»nt  of  1990  NCAA  Convention  Proposal  No.  30-F  was  to  reduce 
t^e  number  of  b^ketball  contests  excluding  scrimmages^  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Bylaw  1 7.3.3.  l-(b),  a  scrimmage  is  an 
tice  wkh  outside  competition  conducted  in  privacy 
1  cftv  or  omcial  scoring  and  conducted  between  November  1  and 
h^nclu^^^^^^  The  scrimmages  are  conducted  ^ 

ine  nomal  practice  time  and  are  used  to  prepare  teams  for  their 

upcoming  sLson.  The  vast  the 

held  in  the  preseason.  Scrimmages  aid  in  better  preparing  in 
athlete  for  competition.  Practicing  against  another  institution 
r>rovidps  the  athlete  game-like  situations  and  gives  the  coach  the 
Spportuni?;  Treriew  Id  enforce  bench  decorum,  sportsman- 
shfp  and  game  behavior.  Since  the  scrimmage  involves  no  omcial 
scorinror  publicity  and  it  is  done  in  privacy  and  informally  it 
should  not  be  considered  as  one  of  the  permissible  contests.  Ad 
ditionally.  the  sponsors  believe  that  the  scrimmages  were  ina 
vertently  eliminated  through  last  year  s  legislation. 

Action;  Adopted  by  Division  HI. 

NO.  119  SUMMER  BASKETBALl^DIVISION  III 

Intent-  To  permit  more  than  one  Division  III  student-athlete  to  par- 
tkipate  same  summer  basketball  team  m  an  approved 

summer  basketball  league. 

Bylaws:  Amend  30.11,  page  331,  as  follows. 

[Division  III  only] 

“30.11  Summer  Basketball  .0^0/  k 

“In  order  to  be  approved  by  the  Council  per  14.8.5.2-(a),  a  su 
mer  basketball  league  must  meet  the  following  requirements. 
[30.11-(a)  through  30.11-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  Player  Limitations 

“(1)  Number  From  Any  One  College.  Each  team 

elude  on  its  roster  no  more  than  one  player  with  inter¬ 
collegiate  basketball  eligibility  remaining  from  an> 
two-year  or  four-year  college  (other  than  a  Division 
HI  member  institution),  and” 

[Remainder  of  30. 11  unchanged.) 

Source:  All  26  members  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  States  Collegiate 
Athletic  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately. 

Rationale-  At  least  some  Division  III  members  thought  they  were 
eliminating  the  summer  basketball  regulations  when  the  l^sla- 
tlrwas  amended  two  years  ago.  This  amendment  would  change 
the  certification  rules  as  they  apply  to  Division  III  student  at 
letes. 

Action:  Adopted  by  Division  III. 
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[Note:  The  following  proposal  was  submitted  in  compliance  with 
Constitution  5.3  but  was  inadvertently  omitted  from  the  Official 
Notice  of  the  Convention.  For  this  proposal  to  be  considered  by  the 
Convention,  unanimous  consent  of  the  delegates  present  and  vot¬ 
ing  is  required.] 

NO.  1 20  RESOLUTION:  DIVISION  I  CHAMPIONSHIPS 
ELIGIBILITY 

[Division  I  only! 

“Whereas,  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  NCAA,  as  detailed 
in  its  constitution,  is  to  develop  its  structure  and  programs  and 
those  of  its  members  in  a  manner  that  promotes  opportunity  for 
equity  in  competition  to  assure  that  individual  student-athletes 
and  institutions  will  not  be  prevented  unfairly  from  achieving  the 
benefits  inherent  in  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics;  and 
“Whereas,  a  right  inherent  in  institutional  membership  is  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  an  NCAA  championship;  and 

“Whereas,  ratings  based  upon  mathematical  formulae  and 
data  are  not  available  to  governing  sports  committees  in  the  se¬ 
lection  of  fields  of  various  NCAA  championships,  and,  in  sports 
where  such  data  are  available,  they  often  are  skewed  due  to  prac¬ 
tical  scheduling  constraints;  and 

“Whereas,  the  criteria  employed  by  a  governing  sports  com¬ 
mittee  in  selecting  participants  for  NCAA  championships  compe¬ 
tition  are  not  as  equitable  or  reliable  as  head-to-head  competition; 
and 

“Whereas,  member  institutions  make  commitments  to  spon¬ 
sor  and  fund  specific  sports,  and  member  conferences  commit  to 
the  administration  of  competition  and  championships  in  specific 
sports;  and 

“Whereas,  champions  having  met  the  requirements  of  NCAA 
Bylaw  31.2.1  of  N<i)AA  Division  1  conferences  often  have  not  been 
selected  as  participants  in  NCAA  championships  competition;  and 
“Whereas,  all  Division  I  conference  champions  in  the  sport  of 
basketball  have  been  provided  an  opportunity  to  compete  for  a 
berth  in  the  Division  I  Men’s  Basketball  Championship  based 
upon  head-to-head  competition; 

“Now,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  NCAA  Executive 
Committee  direct  the  governing  sports  committees  to  address  the 
equity  and  feasibility  of  providing  all  Division  I  conference  cham¬ 
pions  in  each  sport  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  NCAA  cham¬ 
pionships  competition  in  that  sport  by  automatic  qualification,  at- 
large  selection  or  NCAA-administered  prechampionship 
head-to-head  competition,  with  recommendations  to  be  presented 
by  the  governing  sports  committees  to  the  Executive  Committee 
no  later  than  April  1,  1991,  and 

“Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  legislation  consistent  with  those 
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recommendations  be  sponsored  by  the  Executive  Committee  for 
action  at  the  1992  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source:  All  nine  members  of  the  Association  of  Mid-Continent 
Universities,  all  seven  members  of  the  East  Coast  Confer¬ 
ence,  all  seven  members  of  the  Patriot  League,  all  eight  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Southland  Conference  and  all  nine  members  ot 
the  Trans  America  Athletic  Conference. 

Action:  Defeated  by  Division  I. 
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Appendix  B 

Roll-Call  Voting 

The  following  charts  reflect  the  votes  of  each  active  member  institution  and 
each  voting  conference  on  the  proposals  designated  by  the  Presidents 
Commission  for  roll-call  voting.  The  list  of  votes  cast  are  broken  into  two 
charts.  The  first  chart  (Pages  A-172  to  A- 191)  reflects  votes  cast  by  each 
member  institution  in  57  of  the  111  roll-call  votes;  the  second  chart  (Pages  A- 
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No' Yes.  Yes.  No<Ye.VY-*'-^"YeilYes  yb'Y»  I^.No'Yb'  No  Yb"  Yb  No  Ves  ’  Ves  ;B  Yo 

p  .1..  No  Yes  Yes  NeiVB  —  r-.*  Yes  Yb  Yes'.  No  Yb  No*  Yes  -No  yb  Vb.Yis  Y.s  Yes  Yes  Vei 

MpInS  yS.yS'  N;-  Nl:Wo>-  NoiYS  vS  Yes.YB..Ne  Yes  No  y„  Yb  He  Yes  Y.s  Yes  ^ 
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Yb  Yes  Yea  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Ves  Ves  No  No  No  No  No  No  Ves  No  ves  Yes  Jio  Jjo 
ZZZZZZZZZZZZ  Z  7.  ZZ  I__I  -  Yes  Yes 

■  YY-"  '_o  '.2  -  _  '•_  Yes  Yts 

-.Yes  Yes 

'No  YesJYes'  No  Yes  Ves  yb  Yes 
;No  Yes  Yes'—  yb.Yb  Yb  ret 

Ne'  Yes  Yes  Ho' Yis  ves  Yes  'Y«'  vB  ybs  Yes  No  Ves  No  Yes  Vts  Yrs  Y«  Yh  Yh  Yh 
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—  No  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yb  No  No  No  No  No  Yes  No  -  yb  No  Ves  No  No  yh 

"  Yes'  No  No  Yes  .No  Yb  Yes  Yb’'No  Yes  YB'Yes'‘No'’  No  No  No  Yb  Yss  No  Yb  Yes  Yes  Yb 
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??  !«•!!?(«  Ta’Z  vSl-lto  yS  yb  yS  No  Jb  -No'Yb  No  Yes  Ves  No  Jo  ves  yb  m 
Yb  Ne  Ne  Yb  Yet  Yet  yb  Yis  Yes  Vet  Yb  Yea  Yes  Y.a  ve.  Yei  Yes  Ves  Yis  Yea  Yes  Jh  Yb 

Yes '  No  No  Yb  No  Yb  —  *  Yes  Tb  Yes  Yts  vb  Yo  No  Yb  No  -  -Yes  Yes  Yes  Yu  Yb  Ne 

—  No  Yrs  Yrs  No  v.s  -  -  Yes  Y.s  Yes  Yes  Yes  Nr  Yrs  No  Yb  y.s  No  Yrt  Yes  Yes  Yes 

__  _____  _  .-YesVpj 

_  YB  Vpt  v.s  No  Yb  Vm  -  Yes  Yes  Vb  Yea  Yes  No  No  ves  v.s  yh  Vb  y«  yb  rrs 

—  —  Yes  -  No  Yrs  —  -  Y.s  Yps  v.s  Yes  Yes  No  No  N"  Y.s  YPS  No  Yes  Yfs  Yps  YB 

Yes  Yet  No  -  No  Yes  —  AOs  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ves  Yes  No  v.s  No  vps  v.s  Nn  ves  vps  ves  Ss 

'Yb  No  No  Yea  'Mo  Yb  Yea  Yes  Yes  Yb  Yb  Aoi  -Yet  No  Yb  'No  Ves  Jss'No-Yei  Yb  Yn 
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—  No 'No  .Yea  No  Yb  -  ;  —  Yes  Vet  yb  YB  ;Yei  No  Vei^No  Yes  Yia  Yat  Yb  Yea  Yb  ^ 
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‘Yes'  No'-Ho  Yea  Mo  Yb  Yea  ..Ho  Yea  Yes 'Yb.  Yea' Yes  ;No  VbJNo  Yes,  rtH_,No  Yet  Yes  Yb  Yet 
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—  No  Yb  Yps  No  yb  Yes  -  Yes  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yrs  No  ves  No  Yet  ves  No  Jes  Jet  Jes  res 
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192  to  A-21 1)  reflects  votes  cast  on  the  remaining  54  proposals.  Because  of  the 
large  number  of  roll-call  votes  taken,  the  following  summary  lists  only  the 
ballot  numbers  used  in  each  vote.  Use  the  key  on  pages  A- 190- 191  and  A-210- 
211  to  identify  the  votes. 
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No  Vet,  No  Yb  No  —  Yh  No  Yb  Yb  NoAbt.Yea  vit  Atb  Yb  No  yb.Yb  Zj'rZ  t-Z'"' Z».  — "  —  *—  -’Z'  •—  .—  3j— y— '  — 
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Z  (f'lJf '(f  'vHsdl  'N5’(f  7ZZIZ  '(f ‘SS.YtlS.?^ :(f  ;N-ol?f  ;(f'eVS'Y7s^(iiii7^ZlY„“N0AN,.No  Y„  :No:yu-  NajYosrYB 
yb'yh  Yes  Yes  No  Yea  Vb  yh  Yea  Yea  yb  Yps  No  No  Yu  Yes  ^  Yb  ym  -  -  -  -  -  ;  ~  Z  -  —  -  -  — 

rta  Yb  7o  7  ni  Ym  Yea  No  Vb  Yea  No  Yh  Yb  Yb  No  Yes  No  -  Jes  -  -  “  ~  -  “  “  ~  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z 

No  Yet  No  Yet  No  Yea  vpa  No  Yu  Yps  No  No  Jb  Yu  No  Ju  No  jB  Yb  -  -  -  'Z  Z  Z  _  -  -  _  -  —  _  -  - 

Yes  Yh  No  Yes  Yts  yb  No  Yb  Vea  yb  Ve^  ’^i^.,  *19..^“,  JH,  .  — -..—.,..-3. -t-.v.. .'.-sersets. ‘ 
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'No  Yu  p  Yb !  Vm'  Yei  -  Yb  Yu  "No .  Jb’JeT,'  No  Ai  s’**  V  Ijf]  1(3  '  15 '  (f  •'  7  s  - 1  -  .i  ---  ~Z  Z'Zi  7  7Z\Z 
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No.Yu'‘y7t‘  no'Yb.yb'  No  yb/jis  ijit j^do; juV 7o.  no'.yb  Zr  Z  ‘7 ' 7.’;7T7'.i''7 
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Oriqtuw  Uriwsily 
Bfocxpc^  CoKecie 

Oraeni^  Co»ic9«  . 

Brown  INuyMMv 

ttiwr  CoOcocTr 
locJtflw  UpJyefi^y'., 

BufM  VjsU  Col!«9»  . 

^sio$uu» Combi-.-.-  .,  .... 
Kffoio&OttUnrvK^otfiT  T'  .  .. 

BuMr  Untveriity 
CabnmColliM 

Cahiorftii  CoAiotjiU  AlNetc  Assn 
LJncvirsilyol  C4l>fortii|.^ifKti«y 
XiotmiryolCthior^-P^;. 

Unwiityot''"  ■■ 
iJwvirtJty'^ 
pfimRy 
yoWs^ry 
Univtri  ' 

Uravtrsny  of  C4lclprnis*lrvtfii . 

CA'ifornis  fflstiiuti  of  TiconoioBy 
CtUomiA  luihirs^  Unvrsity 
^Ifo^^SrstiUnvinK^SLO  , 

^lifornr}  Stott  UP(virsiiy*P6moru 

CiiifoTnU  sbit  \iom^U3fMsMZ:l~. 

Ca»rto»Titi$t*1iOfwvw^lHNco  *.  , 

CsWimil  Suit  Unwers^tv  QotmnaJW  Hm*,...  * 

tiWofTM  Slsif ynivwty-f rtsnc  *  ' 

Csltkmus  Sax  UetfvtrtA^Merton 

gliiorniji  SISX  Umvlrsily  Haywirt 
$UX  lJniv|rvtH»^.Bea«i> 

CairiQfnia  Sisti  UniMrirty  Les  ApoiXs 
Caiiloroa  Sisti  Unwirs'tV'honnridB* 

MiXentJ  Sliti  - - -  *’  * - - 

_ 

^rofnia  Stitt  Uvvirsi 
cj&orraa  Unvtr»)y 
caMn  Coti^ .  ^  .. 

Ctmeron  iMvtrstty .. 

Ctn^pOfH  Uflrvervty . 

Canisiut  CoiiMe 
Capital  UMvers'ty  . 

GiiXiQP  CoOeQi 
Ca^nigis  Mellon  University 


fto  ftc  Ves  vei  vn  Yw  r©  Yes  Ytt  v#®  Yes  Yes  vei  Yes  Yes  Yes  yh  ves  No  Yet 


Yes  Vfi 

_  _  Yfs  Yes 

.»  mi  .Tu  .«>  r.v  -  No  Y#i  Yes  Yes  ves  ves  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yee  Yet  Yes 

yS  N«  Yes  Yes  Ne  Ytt  Y|s  Ycs  Yes  vts  Yes  ves  Yes  No  Yes  No  Aos  Yes  Ves  No  M  Ye  Yis 


Yes  No  No  Yes  No  Yes 


Yes  Mo  Yes  Yes  No  Yet  -  Y|s  Vei  Yes  Yes  ves  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  yw  Ves  Yes  Yes  Tn 

r  NO  Ho  sS  ¥»  No  ~  —  Ves  i5o  Yes  Yes  N*  NO  Y»  No  No  No  Yes  -  -  Ito  No 

Yes  No  No  Ves  No  Yes  Yes  Ves  vh  Yes  Yes  Yin  vei  No  Yes  No  Jei  Yn  No  Yes  Jes  ^  ves 


Yet  Nq  No  Yes  No  Yes 


Mo  Yts  Yes  ves  Yes  Ves  Ne  Yes  M>  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  v«s 

__  ___  __^--__-,-------VesYes 

-  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yei  Yes  -  Yes  Yes  Ye»  Yes  Yti  No  Yes  No  Vet  -  -  -  -  Yes  Yes 

-  No  Ytt  Yts  No  Ylis  Yes  -  Ves  No  Yes  Ves  Vies  Wo  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  ves  ym  ves  yb 


-  Nn  Yes  Yet  No  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  Yes  Yet  ves  Yes  No  Yes  No  Vet  Yes  Yes  ves  Yes  Ves 

v«s  Me  Me  Ye^  No  Yis  Yes  Ves  y»s  Yes  Ves  Yes  Vn  Mo  Yes  No  vei  ves  Ho  Yet  Yes  Yes 

'  Mo  Yes  YH  Mo  Yes  -  -  Yes  Me  No  ves  Yes  Yes  YesAOs  Yet  Yes  No  Yes  No  - 

Yts  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  -  No  Yis  Ves  vet  vet  ves  Ves  Yes  No  Ves  Yes  No  'fta  Yes  Yes  ves 


CatMMUwvtr^ 

CeftiinaryCoHeoi 
CeAiraf  Coiege  (iowil 
Central  Connectictil  Slate  Umveruty 
University  of  CentiH  Fionoa 
Ccfltrei  loiere^eQiaie  AtNctio  Assoctaiwn 
Cantraf  MichlCAf^  UmvcitAy  T 
^trtl  Ukioui  SaiO  Univirtity  *. 

Cwtal  State  UrmrsAy  (Dlfabenii) 
CentrtCoHiM 
^dadforSati 
ChaimrN  Unvemiy 
CneoirianCei'eBe 
Bapiist  Co<i«9< 

Chcyiicy  lAevirtity 
Cn<»9o  Stan  Univertiiy 


Yes  Yfs  Yes 

.w  -  -  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  ves  Yet  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  y^  Ves  ves  - 

Ves  No  No  Yes  No  Yts  Yet  Yet  Yes  Vet  Yes  No  vet  No  Ves  No  Yes  ves  No  Yes  ves  ves  Ye> 

No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  Ves  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  yp«  Nq  Yes  Yes  No  yr«  v«s 


Yes  Yes  Yet  Yes  No  va 


No  Yes  Yes  No  ves 

—  No  Yes  Yes  No  Ho  — 

v«$  Ves  No  Yes  No  Ves  — 

-  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  vis 

Ves  No  No  Yes  No  Ves 


Yes  Yes  ym  Ves  Vrs  No  ves  No  ves  ves  ves  yk  Yes  Yej 

-  Ves  Y*s  Yes  vm  ves  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  v^s  No  Nn  Ho  Ho 

vbs  Ves  No  No  Mo  Yes  Mo  Yes  No  Yes  ves  Ho  Yes  Hn  yo  vb 

-  Yes  Ves  Yes  Yes  ves  No  No  No  Yes  No  No  ves  No  Kt>  Ho 

No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ye*  No  Yes  No  ve  ve$  No  Yes  Yes  -  - 

**-  Vet* Yet 


Qaiior  University 
Qarii  Allania  Unvemty 
Clark  Uniwruly  iMassacHusensl 
Cnreson  Univer«.iv 
CtemtonUmversiiv  . 

Cleveland  State  Unrve 
Coast]  "  *■  " 

CoeCi 

SIS?. 

ZeiBtit  llNMn'iy 

C«<Mf  •  AIKIi’'!:  Conierence 

Colltga  Co'i'wenn  lii'ocn  t  Waconun 


-  No  y«5  Vb  No  Y«i  y«l  -  yes  yes  Vet  No  Vee  No  yB  No  -  y«  No  Yes  Yb  Yet  '« 


Colondo  Uyistlio  UotvoiNly 
CotoiidoMles*..’.  " 

UnivBsitv  o1  Colorida, 

Moit<j9  xliool  ol  HU  . . 

Coiorodo  Stall  IMooi^ 

University  o'  Colorado  CoiiUei 
CoWnduUnveinty  Barnard  COUcoe  .. 
CatumOus  Codwe  lCaar«ia) 
CommonviiaDn  coast  Conference 
CoiKSiiNa  Coiieda  Hoornoad 
Conendia 
.Ctmcocilia  . 

Corvacboit 
UnMrsNyo 
Coopin  StiU 


Ves  No  vn  Yei  Yes  Yb  Yes  No  Yes  yb  Vis  Yes  Yes  No  Yb  No  yis  Yb  No  Yes  Yes  *b  yb 

Yb  No  y»  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yo$  Yes  No  —  No  Ves  Yb  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes 

No  Yes  Yet  No  Yes  -  -  yb  —  —  -  -  -  Yb  No  Ves  Yes  Yb  »et  Vb  vet  Vo 


A-174 


199!  Ctmveniim  Proceeding 


HI  IS  IS  in  IN  IN  130  131  IK  IS  134  l»  <33  137  131  131  ISO  141  IK  ?C»  NI  2K  303  204  »  IN  201  301  200  310  311  313  313  314 


*B  Yes  Yes  AOs  Aos  Yes  No  Yes  Aos  Aos  Yes  ves  No  No  Yb  Yb  No  yb  Yis  yb  Yes  Yes  —  —  Yes  No  ves  Yes  vei  No  Yi$  Yes  No 

YB  Yes  Yes  yb  No  Yb  No  Yb  Ves  Yes  Yb  yb  No  No  Yb  Via  -  Yb  Yb  -  -  -  —  —  -  -  -  _  _  -  —  -  - 

YB  No  No  Yss  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yb  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  Yb  Vb  No  Yes  Yis  —  —  —  —  —  No  Ns  No  No  ves  No  Yb  —  - 

NO  Yes  Yes  Yet  No  Yes  Yes  Yb  No  Yes  No  No  No  ybi  Yb  Yb  yb  yb  Yjs  —  ~  —  Yb  Ves  No  No  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  —  — 

**»  Je?  ^S.IS*  'P  — •*»-  YB  No  ^ee. ~  ~  -  C  ~~jr~  Tr 

YssSYis a Xs»T YsiTYB'?***^ No ! Yst? YeVnyes'  Yes '« Yb No  j no^yb ' Yb  fV ' »V K"V 
Jo  -Yes  ,  ns  Yb  No  •  Yio  '  No  -Yb  r  Yeo .  Yb  ;  Yb;-yb  !.  No  -•  No  <  Yb  iYb  iNo .  Yb  sYb^— ^-V  -rAYesY  ifiW!?  No  Ytt  t  Yb  ,  No  iYB  il:  No  vym  tL-Li-rr: 
Ms  Yb  .‘YetiVBSNo.  Yes*  NonYio'iNd  YBiVB‘yot  :NOjtNo;YB=YB«-j!VBiYo»fi-Wj*v';iT‘4r*^'r<»rJ.rt,“jaVjr.5'2r 
>5  YB  Yoof  YbS  No  ••Yes  No  •  Yb;  YiS!  Yt»  •  Yif  ■  Vos }  Ne  H  Ka.YB '  YIO  s  Yis  .YBE'-^f-i  "  f.--'. 

fti » Ya<  No  |.YB  No .  fts  .Yb  No  , yb  .Yb  .YB  IYb>No  i.  no  Site  iYb  IYb  IYbRyb  -  Sr— .t  -  «r.rS  „  ...t  ^ 


to  Yss  Yb  Yb  yos  Yes  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yet  No  No  No  Yes  Yb  Yb  No  Yb  Yb 


Yb  Yes  No  no  VB  No  Vb  -  - 


No  Yb  Yes  «B  Ne  Yb  Yes 

Yit  Yb  Yes  No  Yb  Yes  No 

Y«  Yb  Yet  YIS  Yes  Yes  Ves 

IB'YB^YB!VB'YB‘''teT‘-' 
*1 .  Yb  ’  Yet }  Yes'.  No .  Yb  p  No’ 
YIS  Yb  c  Yes Yb  '  Yb  Yet .  -  No  ■ 
Yes  .Ys  tYso  ^Yti  Dte'- No 

-  s. il'pX' 
S>  Vh  Yet  Vp$  Yes  vee  No 

Xi  ~  Yes  Yes  Ytt  Yet  No 

Yis  Yes  No  No  Ytt  Y«s  Ho 

Yh  Yes  Mo  Yes  No  vps  v** 

VM  Ytt  Yet  Yes  Vit  Yes  No 

Nii'  YB*'Yes'iYes^'No  YesTYisj 
Yb  Yb  Yes  Yet»  —  ,yii  Yet 
YB  No  Vos.  yb.  No  Yb  ,YB 
YMp  YSs'  Ves,  No ■  Yesi  Yb  . No 
YB  Yet  YeS  .YB'.YB  Yos  No 
Ves  Yet  Yes  vh  No  y»  ve* 

Yts  ves  Yes  Ho  Nn  y-s  Yh 

Nt  ve  Vps  Ves  y«s  ves  No 

res  v«  yps  Yfs  Vet  '^ct 

Y*s  Yes  vrv^Yps  Hn  Yes  y^s 

Mo  Vet '  Vis'  No  ves  No 
A«  'Yei  •¥«  Yes  .  Mo  Y«  Ves 

Vn  yii  Yet<V|t  No  Yes  Noj 

Yn  Ytt  Yes  Yes  no  vei^No 
Y«  Yts  Yet  Yes  vw  Yes'*  No 

YCS  Vh  v«  Yes  No  yh  No 

At  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Ves  Yes 

VIS  Ves  Ves  Mn  No 

YR  —  Yes  _  —  —  Hn 

M  Vh  Y«  Ves  Yen  Vf*  No 

Ytt  .Yet  ^vw' Yes  V  Yet  yw'  No 

ih  'Yn  Yet  Vet  Yit  Yts  No 

Ytt  No  Yit  Vfs  No; Vet 
Vs  Vs 'Yit  Yei.Ys  Vet  No 
Ho  Yes  No  Yfs'  Ho  Vps  vek 

Y»$  YfS  Yes  Yfs  Vft  Vps  No 

Ht  Yes  Y^  ve<  No  Yes  No 

Mo  Vet  Ves  Y»<.  Yts  ym  S6 

Yp^  Yes  Hg  Yps  Yes  y^j  Ym 

Ht  Yes  Ytt^Vee  Ytt  ves  No 

Vn  Vfi  Yet* Ves  Yts  v«  no 

in  Y|t  ,vct  Yts  Ytt  Yea*  No 


>  -  -  AtR 

Ves  No  Y^s  Abs 

y44<  Ho  ves  No 

Vps  Ho  Ycs  yc$ 
Yes  Yev  Yet  No 
H\  Yts  Yf$  ret 
Yes  Ytt  Yes*  No 
No  No  Ytt  Mo 
Yes.  Yts  Yet'  Mo 
Mo  No  vis  No. 
Ytt  No'  Yit  No 
Vet  Ho  vet*  Mo 


:  No  Vlt  -  No  No  Ytt 
Yis  vei  yis  Yis  Ycs  No 
i^Mo  Ves  Y«  Yes  ves  Mo 
„YB7BttYB;Y^tYB',fHd* 
iTKd'YBrYBjYB  YbCHO;. 
I '  Yb  Yb  f'--  J  Yb  '  Yes  '>Noii 

I  ^«»fYB;  Yw|^'te'jB‘W] 

I  Ho  Yes  Ves  in  No  t 
<  vis  Yes  Yes  vet  Yes  Mo 

.  Vit  Yet  Yts  Vis  y«s  No 

,  Mo  Vis  Ycs  Yi«  ves  Abt  i 
1^  Yet 

1  i>'  Mo  \  Yes  \Ytt .  .4  Mo  *  No^YeV 
i  )  —  :  ..n  •  —  3.^^  Y*i'-Mo, 
;  No  Voo'^YtS  Ves.Vtt^Vtt 
I  Vkt  YfS  Yei  ;Vi|YYh  <^N0.* 

I  Vis'Vit  YeiVYis  Ytt 

No  No  Vet  Yes  Ves  Yet 

p  V|s  Vfit  Yet  Ves  Yes  Mo 

I  Ytt  No  Yn  Mo  No  Nn 

,  No  ves  Yet  Vet  vn  No 

,  No  vt$  Yts  No  Yes.  Vis 

I  -‘.yurj^^'Ho  No'No 
;  , No  Abt.  YttAbO'  No 
i/'  — •Vll.Ytt  Mo  Ytt  'Mo 
I  Ytt  Ytt' Yes  Yis. Vet., No 
I  Ytt  Vtt  Yn  fts  Ytt  No 

I  Hn  YfS  Ves  Vet  vps  Yet 

.  No  Yet  Yet  Mo  No  Ytt 

1  Vps  v*|  Ytt  Yes  Ytt  No 

I  -  Ypj  —  ..  Yps  Hn 

I  Vet  Yes  Yes  ^  -  Yfs  No 

I  Yet  Vei  .Yet  *  ves  vVtt  No . 


s-NoYesYet—--  -  ^ 

s  lite  AW  Yet  Ytt  Ytt  Vet  Ytt  -  -  Yn  No  Me  No  Ytt  Mo  Yet  No  Vts  Yn 


Yet  No  Nn 
»o  Yes  Yes 
Ho  Yet  Yn 
YB  Yb  y« 
Yb  Yb  yi 
No.Yli  Yes 
Yss  Yb  Yb 
IB  Vis  - 
•  ■IoAB  Abs 
No  YB  Yb 
ns  YB  Yes 


Yes  ite.YB 
yw.yb  Yes 
Yss'  Yb  Yb 
No  No  V« 

V.5  Vnt  YfS 

Ho  v«s  Yb 
No  No  Ves 
Vb  No  Yes 
Yss  N*  YB' 
Ves  N«  Yb 
YB  No  Ves 


No  Yb  Yet 
No  Yet  yb 
Vet  No  Yei 
Yes  *os  Yes 
Yb  Yis  Yb- 
YB  YB  Yb 
Yes  Vb  Yb 
Yb  NO  Yb 

Yb  vb  VOS 
No  Yb  y« 


Yts  YB  YB 
VB.YBrNo' 
YB  YbJKII 
No  No  No 
Vet  Vb  No 
No  No  Yes 
No  No  No 
Yes  Ye»  No 
Y«  Yb  No'. 
Yes  YB..NO 
Yes  .YB  t  No 


I  ’  No  Yb  Yb 
,  Abs  Abt  Yes 
L  Yb  Yes  Yes 
I  Y|S  No  Yes 
i  -  Ves  Ves 
p  Yes  No  Yes 
1  No  NO  Yes' 
i  No  No  Yes. 
I.  Ho -.Yes  »B 
1  No  No  YB. 
P'NO  YB  Yu. 
p  Yb  Yb  Ves 


Yes  Yes  Vb  Yis  —  —  —  —  —  No  No  No  No  Yes  Mo  ves  —  —  Yb 

Yb-YbYis--  -  ______  _  _____ 

YBNoYesY|S_  -  -  -  _  —  -  -  __  _____ 

Yes  Mo  Yes  Yes  —  -  -  ~  —  -  -  ________ 

YuYbYbYB  —  —  -  —  -  -  -  ____  _  __  _ 

'V“YB>sitYss:^*^;7i:&;::a:;::^~;T!.^^ 

'yb '  No .' y5 •  YB?-'e 2 i -.V- ^ j v.'ipJil- 

YB.iN0  YB^YB*  No'YeSYYBi.^i,-VNO>‘No.AN»'.VB-YB  YB-'No,  NoiYB  Yei 
Yb-  Ho  ‘YB'.Ves-  Yb-YboYbi  -ivY-  .Yes  J  No'  NofNo.YB  .  No  -yis’  No  tYB  -Vb 
Ytt  Ho  Ytt  Vis  —  —  —  —  —  —  . 

Vps  Mo  vps  Yts  Yn  Yes  ves  -  —  Yes  Hn  Mo  Mo  y**  yis  Yn  Ho  Yes  Ym 

Ytt  Ho  Ytt  Yet  —  —  —  ^  — 

Vt$  Ho  Ytt  Ytt  No  Ho  Mo  No  Vh  Ho  Ytt  —  .  V|t 

.  Yes  Yb  ,Yb  Yes  -  __  ,  _ 

—  -  YB  yb  .  -I;'-/ c-  -1 ♦— 

-  Yb  Ab*. .  YB  .Yb  ?  t  -  '  -  • f  - '  -  ..r ,  Jf •  - 

YB,  — J  ■“I’.—  — 

Yb' Ho  YB'Yb'  -  —  -  _•-••••-  -■  - 

Ytt  Ho  YfS  Y|t  .  Ho  No  Mo  Hn  No  No  Ye$  —  —  Yet 

—  —  Ytt  Ytt  -  ^  -  -  —  No  Ytt  Ho  Ho  No  Ho  Mo  —  —  Yes 

VPt-YttVtt.^-^-^--.^  -  -  - 

.y».  -  “..v"  "  “  "  r-  -r  ,r, 

.Ves  .*^  Vtt,Y#t?/— "  V- — ‘.T  '  “  ” 

•  Yb'’—  Yss.tte}!—  —  T.  T  '"'r i'-*. ’t1  —  ^tV  - 

Yes  ,  —  Yu  Yss...  —  - .  -  -  P  -  —  . .  _._'v_._ap_;_,._ 

•  Yes ,  Yb  :yb'  1 i  - 

Yes  No  -  Yb  -  —  -  -  -  Yes  No  No  Ne  Yes  No  Yes  —  —  Yes 

Yns  —  Yes  Yes  —  —  -  _  _  _  _  ________ 

Y»s  No  Yes  Ves  -  —  -  -  -  »es  Ves  _  Np.  -  -  Yes  -  -  Yes 

Yet  No  Yn  Yn  -  _  _  No  No  Ns  No  No  No  No  No  Vn  -  -  Yes 

Vet  Yb  Yb  Yes  -  —  —  -  -  -  -  _  -  -  _____ 

Ve$.No’VBiYB;YB,YB2Yej;'-  '_  'NoJNo’  Ho.Yb'Yb'INo.Yb  '.No'YB-Vb 
VB  YB  Yu«es  i--4-l -J.-.. -t,-; -Yr,;- - 

..Yss  No  ..HO^  YlS.'^—  fV;  e  _  ”_  —  — 

;  ih  -yi  *  Ytt  "Z  Z  Z  ,y  I 

Vps’vtt  Yft  Ytt  -I  -  w  - 

Yej.  Ho  Ytt  Vtt  .  —  —  —  .  —  — 

Vfs  Ho  Ves  Yet  ~  ~  ~  -  Mo  Ytt  Mo  Ho  Yts  -  ves  •  -  Ye$ 

Ves  Yes  Yes  Vjs  —  -*•  ••  -  -  .  —  -  .  ^ 

Yet  Ytt  Ytt  Yes  -  —  -  -  -  No  Ho  Ho  Ho  Vet  No  Vfs  .  .  .. 

''Ytt  No' Ves r ^ 
^Ves,  — >Yfli*Ye*  •»  '*•*“•  -r':  —  •  —  *  ^  —  — * 

Vb.  No  YbsYB  YB<YBjYB«-— Yb  No  ■  No  •  NO' No.  No 'Yes  Ne-YBtYB 
yb-no  Vei  YBi-.r-r-.i  no.Yb>no  yb  . No-No  .Ne  No.vB.-r-  Yb 

Vb  No  Yes' Yes  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -‘ -  _  _‘l  _  - 


Yes  »B  Yes  Yes  ves  Yes  No  Yes  Vb  yb  Yes  Yes  Mo  No  »ii  Yes  _  ves  No  -  -  - 

Ytt  Yet  Ytt  Vtt  Ho  Vet  ves  Abs  Abs  ves  Y«  ve^  Ycs  Vtt  Mo  Yet  ~  ''et  vss  >>  —  — 

Ves  Ves  Yf$  Yet  Y*s  Vet  Mo  ves  Ho  yis  Yk  ves  No  Mo  y«s  Vis  vh  ves  ves  Ycs  Ho  Vos 


Me  Ho  Mo  Mo  Mo  No  Vet  Mo  Yet  Yn 


WIKMXU* 


lu  Ml  in  in  w*  IB  in  m  i*  in  im  hi  im  iij  iis  its  ii7  m  i*  '21  ’J'  >8  '8 


vt»  Ye 


Yii  No  Yn  Ytj  No  Yes  Ye  No  Yts  No  Yu  VO*  Ye  No  Y«*  No  Yu  Ye  Y«  No  Yu  Ye 


ito  No  YU  No  Ye  —  No  Ye  Ye  YU  Yu  Yu  No  Yu  No  Ye  Ye  No  Yu  y« 


Yu  »B 
No  Yu 


No  No  No  Yol  No  Ye  -  No  Yu  No  Ye  Yu  Ye  Ye  Yu  No  Ye  Ye  M  yu  yb  Ye  Y« 
Ye  Ye  »B  Yu  Ye  Ye  Yu  Ye  Ye  Yu  yb  Ye  Yu  No  No  to  »e  IB  to  yh  Yu  to  Yu 


Co'neH  (kiwa) 

Co^nell  (l'••vofwy  (New  Vo<l(] 

CetHarid  suit  Umye^silv  Cowo* 

CrtiQ'no'i  Uwvrvty 
Cufry  CoileQe 

OrJdYWi^CoUosiTr.t?:;*^-'?^!' 

.Oirtiw)oB>loiltgo  .c>’.  :  ,1. 

.DoYidoooCoiiefli  .  .r  :  . 

DmuM  Uk'isCotogo. 

.UoivefiityofOa/ten. 

DePau>  U'tivvsit/ 

Defatiw  Univfftnv 
D^awart  suit  Col'«9« 

Delaware  VaOiy  ColleQe  . 

Umvcfiify  ■' 

Oe'ta  State  Unlvertiry 
.Oeabort  Uwvf-’- 
Unmisity  tt 
Univirtityof  petM 
DieiiinsonCoUeQe 
Unrveryty  ot  Dtslrcl  of  Coiu«ntM 
OiKie  iniircoiieQi^'e  Cooferarci 
Oowbna  College 
Drake Onvcriity  . 

[Vew  lin«veistly 

••I/  ' '!S  yS 

(asl  Caroii'^a  Un>ve's»ty 
(ast  Conference  . 
f  asl  Siroutf&M  Owr  sjty 
tasi  Tifloes&ea  Slaie  Univert>ty 
tau  Texas  Slate  Unversity 
Eulom  CctoBi  fHilolK  Conlorooa 
^tOfO  Corneoticul  Suit  UnivoeiN 
(uiitn  iliooM  UoNBiiiy.r..'. 
towo  KorIucNy  Unvnvty 
Ct<Un<MoonooAiCo'iogo  : 

Eeitrn  Mclkgta  UoMrsdy 
Eelcro  MoBoao  CoNcgt 
Ejsttio  Neirooe  CoOego 
EelCfo  Now  Uciico  Unmnitv 
EeNni  Statu  NihMc  CoolHcnco . 

Eastoni  WaoNliMlon  UnlYO'cily 


Ye  Yu  iio  Ye  No  v«  -  to  vu  yk  yu  Yb  Ye  No  ve  to  yu  yu  to  Ve  Yu  Ve  vr 

«  •-•.•<:  ^■^■'.^;'',_YB'^No■J'No•YBtNo'yB',^■7^JiNo'.Ya'^lNo■,YB;Yl^Yu~NQ*/VB'lto•Ye;YB^yB'^to,  to^to  *B 


No  No  No  yb  Ye  Ve  Ye  Ye  Ye  to  J**  J"  J*?  K?  IS  y2  b 

V#<  Ua  Vai:  Va«  No  Vfts  -  —  Ycl  Yes  Vw  V^i  NO  Yif  No  YftS  TiS  No  Yet  Yfri  Tit  wo 

—  No  No  Vet  No  Yii  Yet  —  Yes  Ho  No  No  tes  Ho  Mo  No  Vit  Vet  Y«  vet  No  Yet  ^ 

Yit  No  -  yS  No  Vm  Yes  No  Yts  Yes  Vfc.  Yti  Yes  Ho  V«  No  Yes  Yet  No  ves  Yes  Ve$  vtj 

_  Mb  Mb  ¥»«  Ha  Ya«  Yai  ““  - 


Ym  Yes  Yt»  Vit  Yit  No  Yet  Ho  Yes  vos  No  Yes^Yis  — 


vw«  Na  Na  Vac  No  Yes  No  Yet  Yes  No  Yes  Ho  Yot  No  Yes  Vet  No  Yes  Vet  Yts  Yi| 
---  No  No  No  No  Yit  —  Yet  Yes  Vet  No  No  No  Mo  No  No  V«s  No  Yet  Yn  Y^  Yw 


r-BJie^  "  -  .  -T,  .  ,  —  .1  M  if  ^  ^  1  ’  Vet  Yes  Vo 

Urnourtt  College  ,*  —  —  -  vetYes 

tlmm  CoiicQO  a  —  — 

Cffloffon  Coleoe  y-  — 

f  miraouef  Cortow  —  —  _  Z  —  _  ^  —  - 

fmwy 4 Hwfy CoBje _ '*■=? '^'S-Sd rz:~z7  -^  vri-.Yo 

sa-s:6fi^^ 

■"■■■■■':■■  1 2  t'i'fS-'j'r'S":  yr':‘':c'r.-5  zt^sz  t : 

Faitiwan^kiMonUnivtfvtyMa^  -  -  -  -  _  ve  to  to  to  YB  to  Ye  Yu  »e  to  to  Ye  YB  Mo  >o 

rMU'jXOtCViosOo  Un-Yerjily  iMOKk  No  to  to  ^  to  yb  JB  to  to  to  le  to  e  u  ^ 

fJX'ulfSttilf.liS;  .  1  to  to  US  Y^  yS  -  vS  y«  yS  yS  yS  M.  vu  no  y^Ye._  to  Y«  vu.Yb  to 

Fir  rum  C 
Fiti(Unl« 
fittnbuii 
RoilDa/ 

Ron4a  y 

RoryJa  Intliluie  ot  Tictinokt^ 

f  lorirja  Inte^i^alional  linivcM  Yn 

Florid  Soathoin  College  >1^ 

flonoa  Stafo  Uwvofirtv  vts 

Uft'Viit'ty  ol  f  y. 

Fortliwi  TZ' ITT. 

Fori  Hays  SjaH  Unrvorsjty  ^ 

ForiLiwJtC"* 

FortVaHtyS 

Ff  aflWighafll  Sv»w  .  «.  - -  .  -  -^  ^ 

flMlStoSMUS?"'’*  . -  to  Yb  Yu  to  Yb  -  I  Ye  Ve  Yu  vu  Ve  to  Yu  to  Yu  vu  to  Vu  fn  Yu  Yu 

Frtdoraa  Stall  UnivototyCotogo  —  —  -  Yu-- 

Frottborfl  State  liotyersily 


Coergo  WasHmgtOO  Unevortrty . 
Ge^gitown  Urtrversaty 
Ciorgij  College 

Georgia  Irtlilute  ol  lechryrlogY 
Georgia  Soutriero  Uraverttly 
OiefOaStitoUo'vtf^ty  •  ^ 


GomagaUnNo^ 


Yet  Vis  Vet  No  No  vei  -  Ho  Yet  Ves  Yet  Vet  Yt$  No  Yes  No  V4$  Y«i  Ho  Yes  Y«  y« 

Yes  Mb  Ho  Yet  No  Y^  “  No  Yet  v*!  ym  Yes  Ytt  No  Ves  Ho  Yet  Ye*  Yet  ''ts  Yes  Vas  Vi^ 

'  -  No  Yes  Yfc  Ho  Vet  —  Vi$  --  Yes  Vet  v^s  Ho  Vet  Mo  vej  Ves  Ho  ves  vet  vet  ya^ 

*  Ves  Ho  No  Ves  vet  Vet  No  y^  Yes  fn  Yes  Ves  No  ycs  No  Vas  '*t\  Ho  vbs  Vas  Ye<  Yr 

Yes  No  No  Yet  Ho  Yes  Yes  Yet  y*s  Mo  Ho  Mo  Ho  Ho  ves  No  Yes  ve*  Ve\  Yes  v^t  vv  vn 

Vni'  MrT  No'^vk'.No  Y»  '‘Z'l^Ves  Yo^Yes  Y«"No'  No<NoiYet  Mo  Vit.Vij  Mo.Yts'Vos  ¥» 

^  B.,"’  y^'gMojiNo'.Vte  Ves* Yo* ..Vet  No  Yot  Yet  YeaAl*.,.Vis  No%^Y«'^Nd^Vb*Y«  fl^  ^f^  vS^YS  vS 

YS.Ve  YSl'fti  Vu'.to  ^to.Y75,^  to  ito  yS  yS 


A- 176 


799/  Convention  Proceeding 


174  171  '»  '77  171  139  1»  131  13?  IS  134  I3S  I3(  137  131  I3i  141  III  147  790  SI  707  793  294  TX  791  2S7  201  TIS  710  711  717  211  III 


*B  Yb  »fs  No  Yu  Vu  No  Yes  Ye  Yu  »es  ybs  No  No  *»s  Yb  -  Yet  to  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  ^  ^  “  ~ 

he  Ve  to  Ve  to  Ye  No  *b  to  Yu  to  No  No  Yu  Vts  Yu  Ye  Yes  Yu  —  —  -  Yts  vet  Ye  *e  Mo  No  Yes  No  ves  -  —  Ye 

to  Vu  Yu  to  Ye  Yu  No  Yu  Ye  Yu  Ye  vu  to  to  »u  Yu  -  Y»  Yu  -  -  -  -  -  .7  ~  ~  ZL 

No  »e  Yfs  Yes  No  Ves  No  Yes  NM  Yu  No  No  Aw  At»  Yu  Yu  Yu  Yu  Yu  -  -  -  -  -  to  to  Mo  Yu  to  YB  Yu  -  -  to 

iii  i^Ye  I  IB  "  iio '  Y« !  vu*.  yu‘;  YB^toifto  "to^  to ,  Y  lio  1^?  K  iJS  *I£  j 

th,ya '  Ho  •  YB »  Moi Yu '^Yb c No r  YbJ^Yb^No •■  Mo|;;No_  "to  .vb;  Yu 5.- jy2 i;I*, 
roSa' Yb i Yusfts .Yb‘.  iio ',VuiYwrYB iS.^'  Ve?toC «o’v''B^''«4 Iyb iYoor.YB 7/:^^ N» i No5?« i  i<» j 
Mo  Yb  Ye  Yts  Yb  Yb  Yu  to  »u  vu  Mo  Mo  —  No  -  Yh  Yu  Yu  Ye  —  —  —  —  -  to  No  Mo  -  Yts  Yu  yb  —  -  Ves 

to  Yes  Yu  Yu  YU  Yb  Ho  Vu  Yu  Yu  Yu  Yb  Mo  No  Yu  Yb  -  Yb  Yu  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  ~  TT  ~  ~ 

Me  Yu  -  Mo  Yu  Yu  Mo  Yes  No  Yes  No  Mo  No  Yu  Yes  Ves  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  -  -  Yu  Ye  Ho  No  Mo  No  »b  No  vn  —  —  Yb 

Yes  YB  No  No  Yu  Yu  Mo  Vu  Yu  Yb  Yu  Yu  No  No  Yb  yu  -  Vu  Vu  -  -  -  -  -  .7  "  “  .7  v"  71  v"  “  “  JL 

Me  YB  Yu  Vu  Yu  vu  Mo  Yes  No  Yu  No  No  No  to  Yu  Yu  to  Yu  Yes  —  -  Yu  B  ^  *°_***  ^°*  -H  ~ 

to-YU  yb'Yu'  Vu.Vte'  Mo'Yes”No’^,;YB'Yu7  Noj^No  'Yb'  X“ 

yb-.yb.yb-  to-YB'YB>to.VB,YB'Y»  to-'B*.  No\to -yb.  Vo^-.'y«  Vb /  r > r'iSs 

Me  Yb'No-yu  Mo  Yb.No  , r«5vNo-'No'-YB  Yb  .Ko  NoOto  Yu.Vu^-’.— .7 vTI 

Me  Vte- Yb'Yu' No  Vei-Vu  No)vei  to  to -No 'No  AW  Yu.’Mo .VesJYB.YB  l— I**® 

YB  yb.m>yu,yb  yb>  m  YuiYujYB^Yu'.YBj'to  ,Nfl  JBuYBs^^yuijb^— 

-  —  -  -  y*s  Ye  No  Mo  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yts  Yu  —  ves  Yu  —  —  -  —  —  —  -  —  —  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z 

Me  vis  Ye  ADS  iio  ve  Yts  Ho  Yes  Yis  to  No  -  No  Yu  Yu  Vu  yu  YB  -  -  —  -  —  No  Yu  »u  to  YB  Mo  Yu  —  -  »es 

Mo  YU  Yes  Yes  No  Ye$  No  Ye  Yes  Yes  Yu  y,s  Mo  Yee  Yes  ves  —  ves  AOs  —  —  —  -  —  —  —  _  _  _  „  —  _  -  — 

no'  Vn  .Vu/Yu'-'No'.Yu’.VuZno'.  YB‘.jf£r'‘to''to-.Y'ir^VB;  to' 

Yu'Ves  Yu 'Yu  Yu'Yu^' -  Yu‘  M*’-Yb  V«  Vw  V*'?:?  „  • 
ho'Yes  YB  Vu~No.Yb  Yu,*No^Yb'Yb  Yu  Yu  "  Mo  AW'Yu  . 

Yet .  Yb  Ye ;  Yu  ,Yb  •  Yu  .  No  „Yb  ;  Yb ’.Yb  _Yu  Ves  AB,  AIb  .Yu.- 
to  Yu  Yu  Yu  AW  Yu  Mo  Yts  Yos  Yei  Yu  Yu  No  Mo  Vu  Yes  No  Yu  Yes  No  Yes  ves  -  —  Mo  No  to  to  Yes  Mo  Yes  No  Yes  Yu 

Me  Yn  YB  Mo  Yu  Yu  Mo  Yu  Yu  Yu  No  Mo  Mo  -  -  Yu  No  Yu  Yu  —  -  -  -  -  Yu  to  Mo  Mo  Yb  No  Yu  -  -  Yes 

to  Yfs  Yb  Yu  No  Yu  Mo  Yts  vb  Yu  Yu  Yu  No  Mo  ves  Yes  No  Yu  Yu  ------------  -  “  ,7 

to  Yu  »u  YU  Yu  Yts  Mo  Yu  Vu  Yes  Yu  Yes  Abi  Abs  Ves  Yes  No  Yu  vu  —  —  —  Mo  Mo  Mo  Mo  Mo  Mo  Yu  No  Yos  —  —  Yu 

No  »u  YU  YU  Mo  YB  No  Yu  to  Yu  to  No  *u  No  Yu  Yb  to  YB  Yu  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 

'  Ink  Vb'  VeiT  Yes'-  Mo  *  VosZyb  '•  vis Yes?  YosT  toZ  MoT  No';  Yb  7  Yb  ’ 

Yb-.YU'Yb  Yu;.No  VB' to  Mo  YBrYBoVK-YBrYB  .Vb  Yos, 

No  Ya-YBrMo.YB  YB'VB'YB..YbsYb;;No;  to  'N»»to-YB 
ho  YB  Ye«  Y«-Vt$  Vu  No  YB/tosYBsto7  NOiNa  'No  Yb‘ 

Y«.YB’YUlYB,YBlYeiAW;YB..YB..YBcto  YCS  I-;.to*VB.. 
ho  YB  Yts  No  yb  Vu  No  Yu  —  Vb  Yu  Yu  Vu  -to  vu  Yu  No  Yu  Yu  —  No  —  —  —  No  No  to  to  Yu  Mo  Yu  —  —  Vb 

to  Yes  Yes  ves  vu  Yes  Ves  Vu  Ves  Yu  Yes  ves  No  No  Yes  Yu  Yee  yos  Yu  —  —  —  _  _  —  _  _  _  -  -  —  _  _  _ 

_  _  _  -  AW  AW  to  Yu  Mo  Yu  Yu  Yu  Yu  —  Yu  Yu  —  Yes  Abs  -  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  -  -  —  —  —  — 

Yu  Yb  Yn  Yu  No  —  No  Yu  Mo  Yu  Yu  Yu  to  Yb  Yu  Yu  VB  Yu  Yu  —  -  —  -  —  -  -  —  —  -  -  -  -  —  - 


Yes  Vu  to’  Yu  Yes  Yes'  Mo  vu  Yes'  Yes  Yes  Vos  No  Mo  Yes  yb$  —  Yes  Ves  -  — 

to  *t$  Yu  Yu  to  Yes  Mo  vu  »u  *B  vu  vu  No  Mo  Yu  - 

IB’Yu'Yb  YB'  Ye5""Yos'''Mo' Yes' .  ~VB  Vb  Yes  .'No’-Vb  VB'^Ves' 

Yu  Yis'Yas  YB  Yu  yb  vb  VbohO’Yb  Yu.vu  'No'No-Yos  Yb' 

-  — 7yb’.—  YB'Yb  Yb  to  Abs  aw.  ^Yb  sYs 

lie  YB 'yb  No 'Mo  Yes  Y»  No -.Yu 'Yes 'to  *  to  to  .No';  Yu  Yu ‘.No, 

He  *es  »u  Yu  No  »u  'u  Mo  Yu'  Mo' No  No  No  to  Yes ' Yes  Mo  »es'»u''-  -  "'T'  _  ^  No  No  No  No  Ne  No  Ves  -  -  ves 

Yes  Yu  Vfs  Yu  Yts  vu  No  Yes  Yu  Yu  Vu  Ves  Mo  .Yes  Vu  Yu  -  Vu  Yu  -  -  -  -  “  .kT  vZ.  vZ.  ~  ”  iZ 

No  Vu  Vfs  No  No  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yu  Ves  Mo  Mo  Abs  AOS  YOS  Yes  Mo  Ves  Yts  —  -  —  —  —  No  AOS  Yes  YCS  MO  YU  to  —  —  to 

Ho  YWs  Vu  No  Mo  Yu  No  Mo  Yu  YB  Mo  No  Mo  to  No  Yes  No  Vb  Yes  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  -  —  —  “  -  — 

Yes  Yes  Yes  v«  No  vis  to  No  »»$  vb  Yu  Yes  Mo  Yb  Yu  yu  Yu  yu  ve$  —  ^  7  Z^..~  ~  7 

to  YB  iio  Yu.yb'yu  No  yb  Yb-'yb  YB  '-  'Mo  YB-Yb  Vu  —  Yb  Vb  -a '-yZt'L,"  .‘“-''V  Z'^ Z-’i  -1“  ~y  - 

to  »u  Yu  Ves.Ves'YM,  Mo  Yu  sNo  YB  yb  Y«s  Mo  Mo  YBfVes - i—iim  —  rJv,  „  77  7“  ■  .7  '  T  »-  »Z: ~  “  vZ 

ho-VB  Vu.'to- No  Yu  Mo  »es  No  Yis  No  No  VislYu-Yes  Vu'Ves  YB  Yu.  Yu, YB;Yet.^ Mo  No  Vu.YB.Yu^YeS;.- ..7  Yn 

to  Y«  Yn  vn.YB  yb.mo  Yu'YhYb.Yb  Vb  no^^No  Vu  jVB;,-' -<^1 -.ZJt --  “'t-  , — 17  j.  .r  “  '  ^ 

No  Ves'ves  Yes  AOS  vu  Yfs  No  No  Yes  No  No  No  No  No  Yu  Ni)  Yet  ~  ^  ~  ~  ^ 

ho  Vu  No  Yu  to  YU  Vu  No  No  YU  No  No  No  Ne  Yu  Yes  No  Vee  Yes  -----  No  Yes  Nn  Yes  -  Z  _  Z  Z  Z 

f»  vP  Yu  vS  Yu  yH  No  Vn  Yes  Yu  ves  Yes  No  No  Yet  Yu  Yes  vti  Yu  to  Yu  Yes  -  _  Yb  No  No  No  Yes  No  Yu  to  vu  yr 

to  Yu  Yes  YU  Vu  Yu  No  Yu  No  Vu  Yu  Ycs  No  No  Yet  Yes  Yu  Vos  Ves  Yes  Yes  No  -  -  Yes  vu  ves  Yes  Yet  Yes  No  Yes  No  ves 

Yb-YB  Vb^No'Yu  Yu-Yb  Mo'No'Yb-Yb  yb  Yu;yb"No”'No  to'-YB'YBrZ-Zv-J^YB'YB?-  Yes  to'to’Yu  N0,YU7-  V  VB 

Yo-Ye$‘Vu.VB/Yu  .Y«  No  Yes  No- Yb  .Yb  Yu  .  No  Yes  .Yes  Yei  No  Yes  Yu,,— '7  -  .’j"'.-  -  .5— ^  ~  T  7”  ~  “ 

toYn-VB'YUfto  Yb  No'Ycs'.Yes  YB-Yb •  No  AB  AM  ,Vu  Vb  No  Ye*' N9.‘ r*  v ->7—./— ^  „  r  "";r  ~  -rt-r 

Yu  Yls'.Yos.Yu  VB  Vu  No  No. Yu  Yu  Yes -Vb vMo  ho  Yu  Yu  Yb'Yb.Vb  t-Itv-:-  r  •-  -  -  - 

Yet  Yis  YU  Yu. Ves  yos  No  Yci  ’NoYB-Yes  Yu }  No.;  No,.  Yu  .Yes  t— .Vis,ru;-.  '—f.~  “s  "  ~  -  —  -  - 

to' Vis  to  Yu  No  Yu  Mo  vu  Ves'vu  vu  vu  No  Yu  Yes  Yu  -  Yes'vu  —  —  —  - 

Yes  Yes  Ves  Vts  No  Yes  Yu  No  Yes  vis  Vu  Vu  No  Mo  Yu  Yes  vu  YB  Vu  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

•es  Yes  Yes  Vu  No  v-s  No  »es  Ycs  ves  Yes  ves  No  No  Yes  Yes  -  Yu  Yes  ---  —  —  —  —  -  -  —  —  -  -  —  —  — 

_  _  -  Yu  Vu  »es  Mo  Yu  Yu  Yu  Yes  vu  No  No  -  »«  -  Yes  ;^es  -  -  -  -  -  .7  7  77  .7  vZ.  "  “ 

ho  Ves  Vu  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yu  Ho  Yu  No  Mo  No  No  Yu  Yu  No  yb  Yu  -  -  -  Vu  to  Aw  No  No  No  to  No  Yes  -  -  vu 

to  Yu?  Mo  Yu.  Yes 'No  NotYu  Yb’Vb  Yb  Yes  No-  No’Yos.Yu'  —  Y«  Yes'-—’-  ■rZ' -  -7'.  — >  -  —  —  —  — 

to  Yes  Yb  Yn  NO  Yb  yb  No  Ycs.Yb  Yu  Yu  No  No'No Jto  YuiVes  VB. - "A  s"  aC  “  "  vZ  “'.ta  ~  “  vZi 

ho  Yu  Y|s  -  AOS  Yb  Yb  -Ate  Yb-'W  Ho  — ,  -  -'-YB  -  Vb  ;-  ■-  -7  -  Yu  Vu  Ate  -  -  -  Yb  —  yb  -  -  Yu 

to'Yu  Yes  Mo'Yu  Vu  No  Yes  Ves  Yis  Yb  ycs  No  No  Vb'Yos  -*  Vei  Yu,-  ,-  -  -  -  -  —  -  —  77  ~  ~  „Z. 

Mo  Yu  YB  YB  YB  Yb  No  yb  Vb  Yb  Yb  Vu  No  No'Yu  Vu  Ho  Yu  YB.s-  —  — .  -  ,-  Yu  yb  yb  Vu  Yet  Yis  Yes  —  -  Ym 

VII  Yu  Yes  Yn  No  Yes  Yes  NO  Abs  Vos  N"  No  Ate  *W  Yes  YU  Yu  Yu  Yu  -  -  -  -  -  No  Ate  No  Yu  Vu  No  Ycs  -  —  Yes 

«B  to  No  vet  No  Ycs  vu  No  ves  v.s  No  ves  Ves  Yes  Mo  ves  No  Vfs  ves  -  -  -  -  -  Yes  *bs  Ves  vu  vu  No  Yes  -  -  vu 

ho  Y«i  Yes  YU  No  Yes  Ko  Yu  to  vu  No  No  Ns  No  Yes  Yu  Yes  Yu  Yes  -  —  —  -  -  —  -  —  -  —  -  -  —  —  7 

YU  Yei  Ves  VR  NO  Yu  HO  Yes  Ves  Yes  Yes  vu  No  Mil  »es  Yes  No  Vu  Yu  Yu  Yu  Ves  -  -  YB  No  Y'S  Yes  vu  -  »es  Vu  NO  NO 

vaj  ¥♦«  vas  Ha  Hn  Nb  Vre  Hn  ’res  Hb  No  Vre  ’r*t  No  ’ifr'S  'r#*  —  —  —  Nn  Ho  Ho  ’Tai  Ho  'T^s  ve^ 

Ms  VB  No  Vb  Vu  v«  Mo  Yb  yb  Yb  No  Mo  No  No'Vb  Yb  ihs.YB  Yb' -  No  Ne  No  No  No  Mo  Vu  —  —  Ves 

Yu  Vet  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yb  No  Yb  Yb  Yb  No  No  yB  YB  No  Yb.Yby-  —  —  —  —  —  — 

«W  YB  VB  Yes  Yu  Ves  No  Yes  Yu  yu  Yb  — .  Mo  No  Yes  Yu  - .  Yb  Yes  . -  -  —  ' -  -  —  ■  -  -  -  -  —  -  -  - 

Yu  YU  YB  Yn.  Mo  YB  No  Vb  Vu  Yu  Yes  YB  Mo  YB  »b  yb  -  »u  IB  —  -  r  ~  7  —  v”  77  7  7:  z;.  ~  “•  iZ 

to  Yes  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yb  vu  No  Yu  VB  No  No  Ate  Ate  No  Yu  to  vu  -  Yes  -  —  —  -  -  yb  Yu  Yes  Yu  Mo  No  No  —  —  No 


Roll-Call  yoting 


A- 1 77 


S'iSli 


WTiw  in«tif  IT 


100  101  1Q7  103  IM  106  101  107  100  IQB  DO  111  lit  111  116  111  117  111  19  m  171  m  19 


Gordon  (>p0e9« 

&a!^lnG  s'Sio  Uri4versirv  Vos  Vo  Ve5  v«  ho  Vei  Ve*  No  No  No  'ftt  Yes  ves  v«i  Abs  At»  —  Vei  —  v«s  vi$  —  — 

GrJnd  Caftyon  Uwvtrsdy  -No^«sNoYisNo——Vf$NoVteY«NoNoNoN«ho'^etVeiNoN«““ 

GrjnO Vtfiey  Stiti Un<vir$<lv  —  _No  Vos  Yoj  No_  Yes  Yes  _  ~  Yw^  tes  W^YtS_  N^Yes  Yei^N^V«^Vtt^Ves 

Crui  Ijk^  IntwetfebiW'  AMiOc  ConltfMtn  T: 

$rc«tUA#l  Va"cY  Cr“'““” 
brtinstx^ro  Cdtegiv 
Grnwl Goitioe 

GfOVfOty  Cow.'  -  - 

GjiHafd  Coiiaoe  —  _  —  _  —  _  —  —  —  -  Yes  Vt< 

Grfl  Sooib  c!Sere%«  !  -  No  Yes  >»  No  Yfs  v«  -  y«  Y«  ves  No  Wo  No  v«s  No  Yes  ym  No  ves  ¥«  'tn  v« 

Giftlavus  Ado^o^vs  Cofeoe  —  -  "’vZvSvw 

Harneioa  C^Mgp  —  —  ~ 

■  (— ;Mo,Ye*^Vts^No  Yei-,V«s/ — 'tNo^^HoVYei- Yes^Yes**No^YH^^No-Y#i*Vcs‘^Ko''No  Vii^Vei.Yes 

Haitwick  CoBeQS . .  ..*.  . tT'.**"  '”v* 

Hjivwd  UnvirWy  .  .  Vo  So  V»  /M  ><o  Yrt  Ves  Ve.  »»  v«  Vm  v«  No  voj  No  »«  voi  ''ff 

Uni^vlY^^woM  Mo  No  v«»  Ves  Ves  Yes  Yos  Yes  —  Vei  Vos  ves  Ves  Yes  OIH  Yes  Yes  No  ves  Yes  ves  Yn 

HSi2air!o*i^?“  ■  ■  i.'  ■  -  Mo  No  Y»  Mo  Yes  -  v«  *M  ^ 

HiumCodooe''  ' 

Hobort^SmimCi  . 

Homra  UAivers>Ty  • 

HolUaCdOlot  .o' 

CotWoutwHolyC 

HoooGoHeQc  .  —  -  --  --  --  ---Yes  v» 

HouttMlMUi Uravt'isiiv  '.  _  No  No  Mo  -  Mo  -  -  Yes  Y»  ves  Yes  No  No  No  Mo  Yes  Yes  No  No  Vis  Yb 

uIweB.tY  0l™Sri  .  v»i  No  Mo  Yes  Mo  Mo  Mo  No  Ves  Yes  Yes  Yis  ves  v«  No  Ves  Yes  Yes  M  Ves  Vm  Yb  Yk 

howa^  Univeisiiy 
Humbdldl  SUte  U 
Hunetf  Coilegc 
ld^Stall0n^ 

Ufwersitv of Wa  ,  .  -  . 

llunocs  Ba^^lr>t 

!!l!iSSs?S?i5NVO;s.ty . YB  VO  ^o  YO  ^  YB  vm  ^  YB  Yb  YB  Vb  ^  »  VM  Yb  Yb  vb  v„ 

.  Yb  No  No  Vb  Yb  Yes  Vb  ves  Yb  Vb  Yb  vii  Ve,  No  Yb  No  v,s  Vb  No  Vb  Yb  vb  Vo 

Umvorsily  o<  Mloois-CTiciioo'^  .  Yb  Ves  v«  Vb  Yb  vb  —  Yb  Ves  Vb  Yb  ’**  '^'*  Mo  Yb  Yb^Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  yb  ^vm  ^ 

feS5r?5!e*Jn!wt^N*^  'vi'YB  Vo.  •  MoIyb  i  Yb  ^lotyB  i  Ya  *  Yb i'vB No '  Yto  [  Yb’yb  \Yo»  Yes<' No'  5  •  No 

Sffi&Sw?nSS»ylvirt.),  -/’C  '  vSiNolvSYB:  -.WbjYb.Yb  V»s:YB^to';as  .[t»  >«■?» 

^  -.  -  -  s.  ym'No'No  Yb -No.Yb^Yb  N»iYBjYB.YB.VB>Y»s.-No  YB:,M0_Yb  Yb^No  VB(YislYB^Yei 

Ind.iMU  IVdiNU'-II  wsyne  ''  '  '  -  Yb'  ves  Yes  No  ves  -  -  Yes  No  »b  Yis  Vb  No  Yes  No  Yes  ys  »B  Ve$  Yes  Yb  Yes 

iJS^NtyolltlliuiviMks  .  ,  .  _  No  Yb  Yb  No  ves  Ves  -  ves  Ves  ves  Yes  Yes  No  vc.  No  Yis  «■$  Mo  vei  Yes  Yes  ves 

Yb  tM  Mo  v7s  N^  v7s  v7s  ku  vis  y7  v7s  v«  v7t  Mo  v7s  >7  v7  v7i  ^  Ves  v7s  vS  »« 

Univart<tY'o1l« 

ttbacaCow 

IvyGrOuQ..  ' 

JAdudA$ta  . 

Jacksonville S - - -  .  ,  .  .  ,  ^  ^  ™  -  .  .  .  _  ,  „  , 

JiksooifcUiiiviisnY  '  '  '  No  Mo  No  Yb  no  Ves  -  No  Yb  No  Mo  No  Ves  No  Yes  No  ves  Y»s  No  Ves  ve,  Vb  Ves 

jSSlIidaoouSwMy  V*,  Mo  No  Vb  No  vb  Yb  YB  Yb  No  Vb  vts  Ves  No  ym  No  vb  Yes  Yb  Vb  ves  Yb  v,, 

Jertey  lUiy  SUti  Coltege  ^ 

JohnCsnolUnMorutY . .  -  --  -  -  -  - 

Joen  J»Y  CoMgi 
JoVu  Hockine  Umvet  Nly ' 

.iofviSM  u  SjmIN  Univew 
JoiraenStJliCcNigo  ;' 

Juniati  (M«9o  . '  ' 

i^alafMfoo  Co^ty  ^  - 

'KjnsitSuuUnv^s.tv - Yes  No  No  »B  Yes  Yes  No  No  Yb  Ves  ves  Yb  Yb  No  ^  Ne  Yb  Yb  Mo  Yes  Vb  Jte  VB 

^  Yes  No  No  v,s  Yb  Mo  Mo  Mo  yis  yb  Vb  Vm  Yb  No  Yb  B  vb  Yb  No  Yb  Vb  ^  ^ 

Kuniv^tiColleoi .  I  YB  Vb  Y»  No  VB  Mo  -  Yb  Yb  VB  Yb  Yes  No  YB  No  Yb  Ves  B  Yb  Yb  Yb  Y« 

icJSS^tsttCioige’^  ■  -  S  Vm  Vb  No  Yes  -  -  Yes  Yb  Yb  Yii  Yb  Mo  Yes  Mo  Yb  Yes  No  Ves  Yb  Yb  Yb 

KlrtSIMtMvnTlyr' 

XOTodiY  Stale  Umvirai 

Umveiilty  otKenlu 
KenymCotep.  ; 

'KeolceColtegt .  '  .  .  _  _  _  v.«  v« 

Kings  Mwt^enoylvenii) . ZZZZZZZZ”''ZZZI---_--  —  Y«v5 

iaSlow*(£viisity  -  Mo  No  Vb  NO  vb  Vb  -  Yb  v7s  ve,  ves  fts  Vb  Bs  vb  Yb  v7  v«  vb  vb  Vb  Vo 

UiSaSeUiBiS^  !  ,  YB  YYs  No  Vb  No  Yb  -  No  Yb  lte^'^_  Mo  Yes  Vis  ^  No  '"‘i  /«  ^ 

ynvefiilYO(UV«no.  '  *■.■-■  Jziv=-.— -  ~  .■-5.‘=..  -  ..f'':- 


LtMoyot-Owen  CoW 
lebinoi*  CoRage 
Lariigh  Umveitily 


y«s  *10 

-  Yrs  Vis  Ves  No  Vos  _  -  No  ves  Yes  Ves  Vis  No  Ves  No  Yb  Vb  vm  ^  v«  v®  vb 

ZZZZZ  —  -  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 


A- 178 


J99I  OmverUim  Proceedings 


174  175  171  W  171  ITS  1»  131  132  133  134  '35  131  137  131  IS  140  141  >«  701  7Sl  202  203  204  206  706  2C7  ZM  2»  711)  211  212  93  94 


m,Ytt^^Ye»  Vo  — 
Yte'Ves'WeS 'y«;  No 
No  Yes 'Via«vis tVtS' 

vn;V4j  ,Yei  .Ym/Mq 
Yie*  Vis'*  Yes  >sNo^  Yes 

>14  Yes  No  Ye< 
Yes  Y«j  Yes  Yes 

Yes  YfS  Yes  Y«$  Yes 

Yr  Ves  Vis  ves  M 

Yes  Yet  Ves  ves  Ves 


'm-Yte  Yes  Yts  No' 
YeSf  Vta^  No  Yes '•Mo 
He  Yrs  Yes  Yes  No 
tfo  Vfs  Wo  Yes  Yes 
Y«s  Vis  *Io  yc^  ves 

VH  Y^Ves^ves  JJo 

ImIym'^No  Ym  Wo. 
'  Wl  1  Yi$  *  Yes  No .  Yet . 
YMvYtt  Yet  *74o  Vei^ 
Vis  r  Yet  ’  Yes '  Yes  No 


fw-YB^Yo  Yb  ybvN»\|N« 


Y»  NO'  MofNO-YB,Y«’ 
Ves^NolVKs  Ns.Yb.  Na‘ 
¥BgNo;YB>YBrYB  Yb 
Yb  Mb  ;.te  YB'Ya  J  v»s, 

Yis  Wo  Yes  Vet  Yes  >» 
Yri  Wn  Yes  Wp  Yes  Yes 
Ves  No  Vfs  Vis  Yes  Yes 
Ves  No  Yes  Vh  Yes  Yes 
Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ves 
vet.fio'Yes  Wo'Yes^Wo 
v«  No  t,YB.  Wolves' vat 

v«'  Wo. res  Yc*y Vet  ‘  No' 
vei  NO  .Yes  Ykt  Yet  Vet 
Y*s  Ye<  Yfs  No  Yes  No 
VfS  AOS  Abs  Ata  res  No 
Ye4  Yes  Y#s  Ym  y*s  v%$ 


1  Yu  .No. ‘No 
‘Yu.>-f*Ha 
Yu  S'  No  \i  Wo 
jW-Wo^l^ 

Yes  No  No 
Yis  No  No 
Yes  Wo  Yei 
Yes  -  Ne 
Yes  No  No 
Yet*  Wo  Wo 
VU'Vet  Yet 

rwo  Vu*  No 
.YU^No.We 
No  Np  Yet 
No  NoAbs 
Yu  No  Yes 


Yes  Yu  -  Y«s  — 

Yes  Yis  Yes  Yes  Yis 

Yes  Yrs  —  Yes  Yes 

Yu  Yu  -  Yet  Yu 

Yes  Yu  —  Yu  Ves 


Yu  Vu  No  Y|$  Yu--- 
Yu  Yu  -  Wo  Vu  -  -  - 

Yes  Yu  Yu  Yet  Yes  Y«  Yu  Yu 


vu  Vu  Yu  No  Wo  No  Yu  No  Yu  —  —  Vu 
-  —  v«s  Yu  Acs  Ves  Y«  Y«  vu  v«  ves  Yf$ 


Vu  Yu  Wo  vet  ves  -  -  —  - 

Yu  Yu  Yu  Y«s  Yu  -  -  —  - 

No  Yu  Yu  Ves  ves  -  -  -  - 

Vu  Ves  —  Vis  Vu  —  —  — 

Yu  Vu  VU  Yu  Yu  Wo  Yu  vu  - 


Vu  Yu  Yes 
Y«  Yu  Yu 
Yu  Yu  Yes 
Ne  Yes  vis 

;No‘Yes.  Yit' 
YiS  Ytt'YU. 
Yu  Vu'Yu. 
'No.  Yii"  Yu< 


Y»*Yu^7Yte 
Ne  Vu  Yu^ 
VM^vu  .Yes 
Yet  Y|t  ^V« 


Wo  Yes  Yu  No  Yes  Yu  Vu  No  Yu  No  Yu  —  -  —  Yu  Yu  — 

Yu  Vu  Yu  Wo  No  Mo  vet  No  Yes  Mo  Vet  vet  ves  Yes  Yu  Ves  - 

ru  Vu  Vu  We  Vu  Yu  Vu  Yes  vu  Abs  Am  Ves  vu  We  Yet  Vu  Vu 

Yu  Ves  Vis  Wo  Yu  No  YiS  No  Wo  No  Yu  Ye;^Ve$  vu  Y«  Vu 

YcC^  Yes  -  Yte ' Yu4  No [  Vu'  Vu'^iNo Yu  .Vu  ;Yl»T- V^,Yu^No^Yet JJIlK 

Yb„y75^y7s  -NoVYb-; v5rYr»rYB.  V»'  No‘.YB';]risfYi$SM(>'.;S^Yg‘X-l 

Yb  Yb  vb-'No'Yb"  I«,Yi»  ttl«  Vw  No  Yb- Yb  .Yb  NotYiif-YB.' — -/ 

HB^'  M03,Yb  ■No}YB.Y«-YBi»'B’  YB^N«;;No_.YB,YB 
»b^yb  'b  Mb  Ym  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  No  No  Yb  Yb  —  —  “  —  —  “ 

Yb  /M»  Yb  No  yb  No  Yb  No  Mo  Yb  yb  Yes  Mo  Mo  Yb  Yb  —  —  — 

Vb  Mo  -  Mo  Yb  Yb  yb  No  Yb  No  Yb  Yb  -  —  Yb  Yb  -  —  - 

Yes  Yos  Yes  Mo  Yes  Mo  yis  ybs  yb  No  No  Vb  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  No  Yb  Yb 

Yb  No  Vb  Yb  No  Yb  Yi$  Mo  No  Yb  Yt»  ves  vb  Yb  Yb  Yb  —  —  - 

Yb^No’Yb' *b«'At»'*»j  Mfti  Yb!yb'  No  iNo'^Va  ,>Mb 

Yb.'y7'  Vbs'no  Yb  Yb  Yb’  No  'No'  Yb-.Yb'  VstYa  ^No  Ya’'YB 
Yb  No'YIb  No-Yb  Yb  Y»  YK$  Sa  ytt  ytt  Yb  *“-Yb-Yo'~. 

Vb  Yb  Yb  No  Yb  .Vos  Ym,  Ym  Yb  No  ..Yw  .  Ye*  ,Y«t,  Yb  ,Yo*  -Jb.  YB 

yb'mo  Yb  Mo’ybAOs  YB'Yes  Yb  «»  AB  Yb  Yb  No  yb  y«$  _ 

Yes  Mo  Yb  Yb  yb  Yb  Yb  No  Mo  No  Vb  Yb  Yb  Yb  y«i  ytt  - 

Ves  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  No  No  Yes  Yb  yb  yb  - 

Ves  Yb  Yes  No  Yos  yb  yb  Yb  Yb  ^  No  vb  yb  -  Yif  yb  - 

Yes  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yb  Mo  yb  Yos  Yes  Mo  Yb  Yes  vos  YB  Yb  Yb  No 

Yes'Yes  Vtt'.'No -Vb.'yB  YnrNi.YBT  Mo  Yb  Vii*.’Yei'Ycj‘'Y^ Ym' ^ 

No 'No  YB-  NO  YB.Yo*  YB-Mo  ^.Noto'^  X**  V-!S')S*~-s 
YB  No  Yb  Yoi  Yb  No  Vii.No-No.-  .Yb.Yb  Yb'Ym.Yb  '- 

No.Vb  Yb  No  yb  JNo  yb'No  'm.M® •  M«  ’ - ,XS  J** 

Yb  Yb  Yos’.No  KBrNo-YB  yb  Yb  No-No  Ym',YB  Ym  VB.YOi'r— 
res  Mo  Yes  AOS  Ati<  Yes  Yb  '  No '  No  Yes  Yb  yb  Yb  Mo  yb  yr  _ 

Yb  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yb  Ym  No  No  Mo  Yb  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yes  Yes  - 

Yb  No  Yb  No  yo  Yb  Y|$  Yb  Yes  No  -  yb  ve*  _  Yb  Yb  - 

Ves  No  Y|s  No  Yes  Yes  No  Mo  No  No  Mo  No  »es  —  Yb  Yb  — 

_  -  _  Yes  Yb  Yes  Yes  Yos  Yes  No  Mo  Yes  Yes  —  yjs  Yb 

Yb'Yb  Yb  KO'No'VB:Yl»iYB'VB'No'Yos"Yoo:;«''-ZYB^YB'"?-~ 
Yii.^MO  Yb  YB^Yio.i'^No  YbjY«jJ(B  52' 

Yb'yb'’vb’’-No'-  YB.YB  YBeYB-YB'  No,Yb:Vii  Yb  '.-  ^YB'YB'^  -  ■ 

;No-.Y*l„yB  M0,5Ym,;Yb  VBJYOI  Yb^No  VM y  N0;,YB. 

Vb*'vb‘’yb  'No''yb''yb  Yb'yb  Yes  No  No'Yb  Yb'  No  Vb  Yos  Yb 
Yb  Yb  Yb  No  Yb  Yb  yb  Yb  Yb  No  No  Yb  Yb  No  Yb  yt%  Yb 

Yes  Mo  Yes  No  Vot  Yes  Yis  Ves  Yb  No  Ves  Yb  Yb  -  Vb  Yb  - 

Yb  Mo  Yes  Mo  No  No  Yb  No  Mo  No  vb  Vb  Yes  Mo  yb  vei  - 

Yb  Mo  Yb  aos  yb  AOs  Yb  No  Yb  AOs  No  No  Yes  Mo  Y^  Yb  — 

No'  Yes  ■Y(»'.No'*.Ve»~flo''sYM' >«'.  Yos”'  Mo'Ko*  *»' JB*  No^3!g*X“V“! 
'no,sn«;yb~n»,.yb|mo-yb; 

YB.'YB'-YK  No  YBTYM;VB'YBiye»lNo'lNo'YB'Ye»'^tajgt''^|YB. 
;Y«.Yes  yb,'Mo'YB  Yb  Yb  Yes-YB  No- N<i,YB',Ybj.;-, YB,.YBt,y-_; 

Vb  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yes  Yes  Yb  »es  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  —  »es  Jji  — 

Yb  yb  Yes  No  yb  Yb  'b  yb  vb  No  Yb  yb  ves  -  Yb  Yes  - 

No  Mo  Yes  Mo  No  Yb  Yb  »es  yb  Yb  Mo  y„  Ves  )te  Yb  Yb  - 

v«  Yes  Yis  Ye$  No  Yb  ves  Mo  No  No  Mo  Vis  ves  yb  Yb  Yb  - 


—  Yu  VU  —  —  —  —  —  —  _  —  —  ^  —  —  "*Z 

Vb  yS  nJ  yS  Yb  Yb  ii  Si  Z  Z  Yb  Aos  ^o  »«  YB  ^  v«  Yb  Yis  Yb 

YM  Yes  YB  Yb  YB  -  -  -  Yes  Yb  No  No  Mo  Mo  VB  No  Yb  _  -  yb 


Yb  Yb  yos  Yb  No  Mo  Yes  Mo  »b  —  -  Yb 

—  _  Vos  Yb  No  Mo  Yb  No  VB  No  yb  Yos 

-  -  Yos  Yos  No  Yos  Yes  No  Yb  —  —  VB 


—  Vos  YB  Yes  Yb  No  No  No  —  —  No 

—  No  Vb  Yb  No  Yb  Mo  yb  No  Yb  Vis 


ym'yu  No  vu'yu  -  -  -Z’no'no  wgVu  yu"  Yu  Z  -  ju 

Yu  Yes  No  Vu  Yu  —  —  —  Vu  Yit  Y«s  No  No  Wo  No  No  —  —  vu 

YbYB  —  YbYb  —  —  —  —  ___  ^ 

NoYes—YBYB  —  —  —  --  -  —  --  -~-~~” 

Yes  Yes  —  Yb  Yb  -  -  —  -  -  —  —  -  -  —  -  _  —  —  — 


Yb'  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yb  Yb  yos 

Yb  Yb  No  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb 

Yb  Yb  -  Yes  Yb  -  —  — 

Yb  Yes  Mo  Yis  vei  -  -  - 

No  Yes  Mo  Yb  Yb  —  -  — 

Yei'-Var  No'';YB'yi»YVB»YB''.YB 


"viv  Mo  No  No  Yes 'No  Ves  Mo  Yes  Yb 
Yb  Yb  Yb  Vb  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  Mo  No 


•'No''-..No“No  No,  Yb’;No' Yb  'No  ,VB  ,YB 


YB  Yb  mo  No  Mo  No  Yb 


Yb  No-Yb^Yb 
Vb’  N«-Yb  Ym 
Yb  Abo  AN*  AB 
Yb  No  Mo  Yb 


Yes  No  Yb  Yes 
Yb  No  YB  Yes 
.Yb.  No'Vbj.Yb 
Yb  No  YmsYb 


Yb  No  NoANsAm  Yw  Yb  Yb  Yb.VB 

Yb  VNs  Yes  ' No  . No ,  Yos  Vb  — .  yb •.  Yoi  >~T.—  •  — .*! 

YB  Yes  Yb  No.^No  Yb  Yb  No.Yoi  Vo*  ..it  - 

Yb  no  'Mo  KoANo  Yb  Yb  No  Vm  Yb; 


Vb  Yes  Yb  Aos  Abs  Yes  Yes  -  Yes  ves  -  - 

Yb  No  Yb  No  No  ves  vb  Yb  Yb  yb  - 

YoS  ybIYb  'No  Mo'  Yb  YB'rp^.YeTYB',"-.  ■: 
YB  Yb  -Yb  ya  fa  Yb  VB  Yb  Yb  -  y 

YB  Yb  VB  No  Vb-Yb  Yb-Yb  yb  Yb‘~  '■ 


, No  Yes  Yos  Yes  yb  Yes  .Yos  Yb  YB  No  Vu  Yb,';— :  •- 
ssY.-t  ' —  ~  “.'r«  .Ti'l" 


RoU-Call  looting 


VOTWC  MCMirR 


m  toi  m  m  loi  m  m  i07  m  m  no  in  m  na  m  iii  iw  ni  ns  i?i  m  m 


liXUT'  Un»veri<!y  {W«$oura) 

Lmcdlr  U'oversilY  (i^nsy^inu^ 

Irtaie  Cortltr^nce 

iMnotlO*)  Uni^rer^itv 

IfvnQstom  Cone^f  . 

iKkHivirUniVirjjty*  ,♦ 

t9r»tStjrCo'iltrt.'*ce..  * 

Ccrg  island  C<n^ ; '  « . 

Long  Isntitf  Uoiv«r(ity/C  W  Poci  C^mptS  .*  *r* 

U'HiwooPCoJIege.,  ‘'r..,;//".  . 

Loras  Coi^  * 

louiS'ira  Umvorsif/ 

lous'ana  lecn  Umvastly 

Umverfitycflouisvifc .  .  . 

IjrrMrtiiY  of  LoweP  .  .  .  - 

l«yda  Colegi  (Maryland) '  ?  7.\.  "CTT" 

Lo^a  Waryractftt  urmrstir  .  .  '  i 

Loycia Univwiiy (^njpolj)  ,  r7 

luttarCot^  ‘.'7'  , 

Lywm^Cwliflf^  'y  *  X^***^.v;*V*  ’Ir  ’^ 
l/ncntijrq  CoHeq? 

Uacaie$ter  (^Mge 
UacUtrray  ColM  . 

Ma'ne  Maritmt  Acaoeni/ 

Un>vtr|ily  Maire’O'Ono 
Untwiily  ot  MaiPO-FarrmpQiM  *  Y 

Maohattao  Coli^O*  , 

M»fi«tianvilTi(5itofli  *1:..../.''.*  . 

Mankato  Stall  Unmny.  . ^  ; 

Mansfnid UfWtrtrly  .  .  .  r..  .  7  .  , 

Wanena Colleflc  ‘ 

Marist  CoBra 
Marauane  Uriyffsiiy 
Marsnan  Llnivers.v 
Wary  BaiCwwi  Colima  .  -  . 

Mary  Was^log^(>)llaM■"*^".  '7 

Uiwertily  of  Maryfano^bn^on  Couoly . 
UnrvertiiyofMar^imlCoNegtPa^i,.''/ 
Univeraiiy  of  Maryiand<tasiirT>  Short;  ‘  . , , ; , 
UarynKMU  Uhtveriity . 

Maryvdte  CoPegt  iMjssourA  . 

Maryvlia  Coliogp  fTcrncsseei 
Marywood  CoHaqc 

Masudwstns  insOtute  of  Technotogy  . 
Massachusetts  Slalt  College  Athlete  Corferinu 
Mameftusftta Marihna  Acadimy  7'' 

UnMirtityof  Massaduens-AflVMnt. 

Untvtrviy  of  Missachusoits  BoMoh  :  ' '  ’ ; .  : 

McMaatt  Stall  Uruvtfbty^.',''  .  t 

Madgar  (wi  EoUtgi .  .  « 

Memphis  Slate  Un'ver^oy 

Meolo  Collego 

Uertir  UMversrty 

Mtrcy  Colima 

Mercyttursl  Coh^gr 

MratfOiColto  ?■  ,  *:  1./ 

Merntrtach  Conege "  . “ 
Mesa  State  Coltega  ^  .  r 

htCttiahC^t  .  **^v  **;:*.  . 

Mithodrsl  Cowge ?' 

Metro  Aiiai'lc  AtMetr  Cor^t^renca 
Metropoatan  Cdlegtate  Athwttc  Conlarance  „ 
Metropolitan  State  CoHego 
IhiverS'ty  ot  Miami  (>^tonaai 
Miami  UmvMSilv  fOhM)  ... 

Michicatt  htrcoflegiale  Athlete  Association  -*  * 

MjchiganSUtoUnivtnilY . . 

MchiOaoTecMoeieMUvvirsity . 

Lit rvirs'ty o( MehigaA ’  ■  t  .  , 

Mid-Ameiioaft  AtNote Confironci  .  '  r..* 

Auociatior  ol  Mid-Conlmcnt  UruyarsiTws  . 

Mid  f  astern  Athletic  Conlemnce 
Middle  Adanht  Stales  Atnietic  ConieiAnce 
Middle  TeoneKoe  Slate  Univtrsttv 
MiddtlOury  College 

Midwoit  AthMlc  Corfftence  For  women 
UafamstCoQiMeAihlcfic  Conference  T ......... 

Midwesteir  Copeguii  Conference  .  '  .  ~ .  . 

MumCoilme.--  1  .  . 

Mdlertvdliuniwrsdy 

M'lUin  Urnvarsity 

Mats  College 

MMsaosCoHage 

Mmeioia  intrvcaHeg'ate  Atnifijc  Cenle<enca 
UmverSity  ol  M  >111101014  Dululti 
UnOrenity Of Mtnrtiesofa-TWn Cdres 
Misiissipih ^tiegs  .  :*  *:  . 

MrtJtSMDtf  State  uolveririy  '  ' 

UtsmippiUArverfity  For  Warden . .r..  , 

Moaisiip^ VallvySUt•Unnmrstly.;f^  \ 

UnivtrSjty  ol  M>s$]ss-ppi 

MiMOun  IntercoUeoiaie  AiNcte  Asaecration 

Missouri  Smithern  Bt^ie  Callega 

Misaoiin  Valley  Conlerpnce 

M«saun  Wesrem  State  Coikoe  .... 

Unrverilty  of  MissourMCansas  City T.  * 

Utiivers<ty  ol  M>ssourM>oluml>)a ..  ..^  .  < 

Unrvera^yol  Mosourt-Bola . :  .  ,  . 

University  of  Missouri-SI  LouQ  ..  * 

Money  College ■  .• 


-  ves  Yes  y«  ua  ves 


ves  Mo  tee  v#s  Yes  iPi  Ho  No  Yes  v»s  ho  m  Ym  vts 


—  No  Yes  Ves  No  Ves  Ves  -  Ves  v^s  ves  Ves  Ves  No  Yes  No  Yas  Ves  No  Yes  Yes  Yes 

—  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  ~  —  Yes  ves  y«s  ycs  No  am  No  Yes  yu  res  yps  v^s  ves  <c$ 

<-/r^nNo'V||  Year  NoY*|LY«7f=r:Yes  Yet  .Yea'VesVYisi^Yis  Y^sYNo'VWyes  YesYto'Ves  ves^ei 

- ■  Vk  Yh ,  Vet ‘  Vm ■  Ym iVei  5  - !  Ite .' Vei .'Vm  Ate •  Yte <  No ^ ves  . No .‘ Y«s>Ye«  •  No tYes ; ves  Yis  Y« 
rtYte.'Noj  No.VteleNo.YesSi-  vte  Yes.  Yes' Y«s.  Yte  .Vte  No  Ves  .No  Yes '  No. Yes. Yes, Yes  No  Y» 
Yes:  Yes -Yes,  No  Yes Yte  Yes  Yes- Vis ’-No ;  No  i  Yes  ,  No  Yes  Ves-Yss'YssiNo.No  vss 

•  ‘T. *.'''** >'•’?  .T***X“  -’“f  f **,“  ~  ~ 

'L~—  .1  Z  _  Z  "Z  J"*‘_  _  -  -  —  -  — *Yes  V^s  »fs 

Yet  No  No  Vlpf  Yes  yos  Ym  No  Ves  Yis  Yes  Yes  YTt  Yes  Yes  Ahs  vet  Yes  No  No  No  Ves  Y(s 

Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yet  Yes  Aos  Vea  Ves  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  ves  vet 

Yes  N«  No  Yes  Ho  yb  V*s  y«5  Yes  Yu  Yu  ves  Ytt  No  Yes  No  Vfs  Yes  Mo  Yes  Vei  vej 

No  No  Yes  No  Yes  —  —  Ves  ves  Yes  y^  Yti  No  Vet  No  vos  Vet  No  Yep  Yes  —  Yej 

;.No  VesVMo  Yis‘'No'Yos'?No  Vfts  No  Yei 
^No .  Mo  .  No^Ylti  Yet  .Yes  v«s  Yet  Yu  W 
Mo  aYu  •  No  YM  Yfs  ^  No  .Yes-Yes  ym 

■  z-'-z-<f'Z^iz-  j’" -••■•■-"r  i'?-™ 

-  -  -  .^---yesYesVfl 

_  —  ^.w  —  -.Ye^vej 

Z-ZZ-^ZI  -  -  ZZ^  ^  -  -  _-___yuYesv« 

_  No  ^  Yes  No  —  —  No  Yes  v^t  ves  no  Mo  Yes  vet  Mo  Yps  yps  Yes  Yes  Yes  -  - 

•■_N«  No '•  ito !  No  ,  Ho !  ■  Yte  No  =  N«^  NoMfW  )  NoTyk-  ,  ^  ..Yte  •  y5  '  No  _  vi^^YM  I 

vikVte'  £«  'te.Vte’  J^’ Vte’Vte  li-  YB  Yte  *No-Yh'  ^  Yte’  va'-'iio-YM' Yte  vS  S 

No  --Yte‘No  Yte  .Vo  p^.Yts  Yo  Vi)j.y«  Yri.  Ho..Vte  No  Yte  Yei,-No.Y|s.^Vo  ite  Yh 

_  _  L  *—  _  -  —  -  ..  ^  -  —  ^vesrei 

Ves  No  Ves  v»s  No  vu  —  No  Ves  Ym  Ves  vu  ym  Mo  Ves  No  Yes  No  Yes  ves  Yes  No  vn 

Yes  Ves  Yes  Mo  Ves  Yes  —  No  Yes  Yes  Ves  ves  Yes  Mo  Yes  No  Yes  ym  mo  vei  Yes  Yes  rej 

Vet  No  Mo  Yes  No  ves  ves  No  ves  vei^  Nn  ves  Yes  Mo  yp^  No  Vet  ves  Mo  Mo  ve$  Ves  ris 

~-r-“  ■.  r  -jZs.  ~  ^  —  ves  v*j 

YesI  No'Yes'Yej  No  •Ym^-^'  NoJYes’ Yis^.ym  Yes  .Yes'*  Mo  Yes'  No-YM  Yes  VM*Vos:Mo  ho  Yu 
i  Ym  No*  Mo  Ym  No  Yos  Ym.YmIYm  Ym^YM  ves.  Yes i No  Vm  No  Yes  ym  Mq.v«i  Ves  Vfe  yis 

T‘Yos.VM  YestYM  Vm  vm--  yM|  Yes  Yte  Vm'Ym  Ym  .  No 'VM-  No  Ya;No.No  >m  Vtt  No  Yb 

J  ”■  Z*  Z  1  _  ■‘-'*'1  Z  -'z"  _  Z  _  *Yet  yb 

ZZZZ-ZZ-ZZZ^-Z^^-.  -  _^-Nev7j 

Z- Zk-z  ~  r  “  Nr^zzste”-  t...zZi 'i-zr-zv.  - 

MoZym  Notves^  YM'^No  YM -Mo  Ym,  Yea  No-Yos'^No  Yes  .  Mo>>No  Voi  ,Ym  Yes  Ws 
f„—  ^  —  Ves  YM 

Z,Yos/No  VM^Vtt;Y«s;.VBtlYM  VM'/M.Yes^YeaT.Yfls^^M^MorYesjtNo  VosiYta^Nof  NojNo  V«  Ym 

Yi<  No  Mo  Ym  No  vet  Ym  No  Yes  Ym  ves  Ves  Ves  Mq  Ves  No  Ym  ves  Mo  Yk  yu  vm 

Mo  No  Mo  Mo  Yes  Yes  —  Yes  No  No  Yes  ves  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yts  No  No  vet  Yes  Yb  vm 

—  No  Yes  Ym  Mo  No  -  -  Ves  Yes  Yes  y»  Yes  Mo  Yes  No  Yes  Vfs  Yes  vm  No  -  yu 

—  No  Yfs  Yes  No  Ves  —  ™  Y«  No  No  No  Ves  No  vet  No  Ves  v»s  No  Yet  ve$  vm  vm 

-\I!  'n*  YB'.Yte,r‘Mo.^^~'^’‘ Yte  Yte.Yn  Yte”lte  S  -Yto'  w  Yb  Yb  Ho’yb  .Vte'YB’Yi 

’  —  No,Yes' Yos  Mot  Yes,YMZ— ZYci/No"  Ym  AOS  <Yos  fNo  Yes  No  Ym  ves-Mo  Yes  Vos/No  Yu 

_  ^  J>_^YM^Vei  vei 

ves  Yes  Mo  Mo  No  Ves  —  No  Vfs  uo  Mo  No  Y»s  No  Ves  N^  ves  No  No  Ads  Ves  No  yr 

Yft  No  Mo  Yet  No  Ves  -  Yei  Ves  Ya  Yes  Yes  ves  No  Yes  No  Yet  v^  Mo  v.^  ve,  vet  Vn 

—  Mo  Yes  ym  No  Ye$  —  —  Yes  Yes  Ym  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  ho  Yes  Yes  No  Ym  Yes  ho  TB 

No  Mo  Yes  No  -  Vu  No  -  Yes  Ves  Yps  ve$  No  Yes  No  Vu  Yes  Mo  ves  Ves  Yes  rr^ 

ves  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  ves  Ves  Yes  ves  Yet  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  ve$  Yes  Yet  vu 

’*Yes^  Mo  Mo'' Mo  r No  Vei*,VM’rVes  Vts.YM  Ym'Ym  ym  Yet  ’No  Vos  Ym'.No  Vai  Yes  Yes  yu 
„  *  —  Ms  Ym  Yea  Mo  Vm  ;  Yc*  ‘  —  yk  No  *  Mo  no  yis  /  No  Yes  *  *“-  Ym  Yes  Mo  *  yu  Ym 

"  Yfi  No  Ves  Y«  No.  Vet  tta.Ytf^No  Ves^Yos  Yes  YTs  No  YIet  ..No.  Ym  >Ym  Mo  Vm  YM  Vm  Ves 
>Yes  No«  No^VmTMo  v^S''— *1— .,'Ycs  Ym  Yos-^Yea  Yes'j^No- YM*  No  ,Y«,Vls,No  Vm^Ycs  Yes  ves 
ves  Yes  tMs  Yes  No  Yes  —  Ym  ves  ves  Va  Yes  No  Mo  Yes  No  vm  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  v^  vu 

Vm  >es  -  vu  ves  ym  No  Vei  Ves  vm  YM  Yes  Ves  Mo  Yes  No  tfM  Yes  Mo  Vfs  Yes  Mo  Ves 

„  ^  ^  _  _  ^Ve^vuVes 

Ves  No  Mo  Ves  No  Yet  vu  Ho  Yes  ves  ves  Yes  v^  No  Yes  No  ves  Vet  No  Yes  -  ves  Mo 

—  -  -  —  -  -  Yes  vu 

^  -r  *'  ly  ^  *  _  *  '-.,1  —  5  — ■*  vS  ^ 

'^Yes  ,‘No  YesrVes^No^  IMtiZ-; ,VeslvM  Yes.  Ikt' ft*  .Ym  ,  No* Vm  Mo  Yk'Yo*  ASs. ^Vm  Yes’Yflt  Yo 

^  No  Yes'  VmZmo*  Yes,^Vei^(—  ’  Yes'  Ves  .Ye*"  fts  ^Ves  ‘No  j^Ves’s  Mo  ^yjs  Yts  No'  Ym  Yts  Yes  Mo 

—  Ves  Yes  Vet 

„  —  —  —  _  —  _  —  _._Vu*«s 

—  No  No  No  No  —  -  -  _  -  —  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yes  Yn  ves  Yes  No  Yes  ves  -  ^ 

:iVes  Mo^Mo  Yoa*Nt*V«-fts'fMo'VM,YM  vti  yes*;Ya*’Mo.Y«?rMo'Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Ye*:'-’ fts 
‘  ^ftiiVet  Yes  . Ng,Y«  Yts  r-^lVes  v»s  Vu  YeayMO'Wo  Yo-Mo  Yes  Yes 'No  Yts  YesrYit  ves 

•  *fta.‘No''No.YM  Vis ’ Yes ..Yos .4 Mo  Yes  Yes  yis^'MCjMo  Mo^vet  Ho  Yea.Yos  No. Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 

!  —'Yes  vwtvos.  Mo  Yes  -  ^fti'Yes  Yes  Vos  Vestfts  Y«AYet  Yea  Yci  ym  ves  Vei  Yes  Yu 
,  Z^s$,V«_Yes,ft5  No  Mojks  ^No,Y».Yts  Vu'Ycs^Ho  >No  Yei^^^  Yss^Yot^ves  tto  Yes  Mo  No 

Mo  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  Ves  Mo  Yet  Yes  Yes  ve$  Yes  Mo  ves  Mo  Vet  Yet  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yu 

—  No  Yes  Yes  No  Ves  vej  Yu  Vet  v»s  Yts  Yes  Mo  ves  Mo  Ves  Yw  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  V^s 

—  No  Yes  -  No  Ves  vu  -  Yes  Yes  vu  Vts  Yes  Mo  Ye$  Mo  Vu  Yet  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ves 

Ves  Vfs  Mo  Yfs  Vis  —  —  Ves  Ym  Yis  Vfj  Vet  Yes  No  ym  No  Ves  Yes  No  Ves  Yes  vm  Ycs 

_  No  —  No  —  —  —  —  —  Ves  Ves  Yes  Ves  Mo  ves  ycs  Yes  Yes  No  Ves  Ve$  Yes  vu 

=""No*.  No' Mo''No'fts-No.V'^  Ves  fts  Vfs'fta' YestYes.Mo  Vti’'«o'Vfs  Ym;y«s  Yts  Mo»- -  - 
;*  Ves ^  No  Mo  Yes  No ^ Yes  vm  ^Yit'Vea  ves.,Yes  No.*. Mo  No  No  "Mo  vys  Yes. Mo  .Yet  YisIYm  Yu 

i.  No.Yes'Vrs’^Mo  MoZ— *  Mo.vta'Ves  Y«  Vtt  No>vts^No  ves  Yes  fts  Mo  Yts  Yfil  Ves 


A-t80 


1991  Convention  Proceeding 


141  nc  sii  jnj  J®  2M  2*  I*  ®  rw  m  i’i  m  i'* 


'[I  lis  lit  i?i  la  -n  '*  11'  11^  ®  '*  ***  '* 

««  »«  vb  to  No  NO  V«J  No  Yn  to  to  to  »«  »«  to  »■«  Vb  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  _  _  _  _ 

. . 

to  n"o  v«  vb  »b  y.,  to  I  ■  ■■  -■ 


Ves  >05  Vt$  Y«  Vm  ves  No  ves  Mo  M® 
No  VIS  Vet  Yes  Yes  Yes  vet  Ho  Yes  Yes 
Yes  No  Mo  Mo  Ves  Mo  Yes  Mo  yos  Ves 


^  vIT  Vm  yp*  vpi  Ym  —  Ves  Mo  Abs  Yes  Yes  Mo  No 

2  IS  YB  to  y»  H.  iri  v'i;  y"?  *to  ^/yT/yTs  to  vS  fs  n_;  in  y-S  -  - _ _ _  _  _ 

«,  »B  Vb  yo  No  yb  Vn  No  y»;'no.  NiT  to"No>  No'’;-'^- 'Mo 

5  ?S*y£'\»'Yg  te.  KS*>?S,^.Yn'YB .2? -.s?.' is- 12 v3 
. . 


la  ■  to  Yte'vte,  to  to  Ate.  Ate-  Vb  ia  to.Jej  ti  -i  -  .'-i  -  . 

to.^vn  yS  YSiv.i,Yo  to' to  yb.yk;;7;.  '  r .-z 'if  - 1- 

...  V..  '  u.  ‘vl.  Mo’^  Nil  Y«  Yb  —  Y«  -  —  -  -  “  “  "  "  “  ”  “  Z  Z  I  Z  . 


sis  JSli  S‘!S''!S.Y^'^‘i'vS;’^  ^ 

z  jg  ^'yS  vb'yS  'S‘'v'S  -to^^tol  5fS  to  y5,;yS  v5  Vo. 

,,,  wi  No  Y.S  Yes  -  to  Y,J  Yes  Yes  Yej  Yn  No  to  vn  vn 


No  Vm 


—  —  No  Mo  Mo  No  Yes  No  Y«s  - 

-  —  No  Nn  No  No  Ytt  No  Yet  - 

No  No  No  No  Mo  No  No  Mo  Yes  — 


_;;'2  ;Z- to'-to  in  to.Yn  vSv,::  Y„.Vta.to  Yn 
YB  Y8  YO  Yes  Ye,  Yes  to  yb  Yn  y„  Yo  yb  a»  v.,  y«  yo  vej  Yn  Yn  to  vn  yo 

>K  Y»$ 


yet  -  -  'la  Yn  to  No  Yes  No  Yb  No  Yo  Vb 
Yn  Ate  to  Yb  Yn  Yes  YO  -  -  Yn 


SKSS  ?s«sss.ssS.;SSSeS  - 


No  YB  »n  tes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Y«$  Yn  No  No  Ate  Abs  Ate  Yn  No  Yn  Vn 

Z  yS  yS  yS  *n  Yn  to  Yn  W  je.  No  to  to  Vn  Vn  Vn  vn  Yn  Yn 

Y,s  Yn  yn  Yes  No  Yn  to  Yes  -  v«  -  Yes  to  Yes  Yn  n  _ 


_  _  _  Ho  Yn  No  to  Ate  Yes  YJs  -  -  Yn 

.  Yn  Yes  Vn  to  No  Yn  Yn  Yn  Yes  -  -  Yn 

Z  YB  Yn  »n  vn  No  to  Yn  to  Yn  —  -  Yn 


Ho;»o.Yuj,Yis ' 

,n  Yn  Y«  Yn  Yn  Vn  N_.  Yn  Yn  Yn  Yn  Y„  N,  to  Yn  y„  -  ^  - -  _  _  _  _  -  -  -  ~  _  _ 

Vm  Yb  Ye,  Yes  Yes  ves  HO  Yes  Y«  Yes  Yes  Yn  No  No  yes  Yts  —  No  Yes  —  —  -  —  —  — 

W  y”  vS  iS  yS  yS  to  Yn  Y,s  Y«  Yes  Y«s  AM  Ate  Yn  Yn  -  -  Ab^  -  -  -  2  ^  _ - 

- - — .. — ‘"'"7'Z!?n2- ‘Srrto'lw  to  Yn'  No  Ynj.to^n  Yes. 


1;?5“£  £5  'g  Z  Z  vntoHotoVntoYtetoYnYn 

B  i  S  S  S  ?i  yS  S  y?  S  1  f  I  i  11  ~  Z’  z  E 


poll- Call  yplin^  — 


A-181 


VQTiRfl  VtMKt 


10D  101  tc?  103  104  lOfi  101  107  108  100  110  111  H?  113  Hli  HO  IH  HI  IV  m  171  172  123 


Monmoulh  ColicQe  {Ulinwsl 
Moiunouth  CoHeM  (Ntw  Jcrwyl 

Univrstly  ol  Monijra 
Wyitdaif  SUtt  CjOige 


.»  !,«  .«  -  Hu  VM  vei  Yts  Yes  No  '*n  Ha  Ve$  vtj  nq  y«s  Vei  y«  Yw 

-u  ^  m,  'la  Hi  V«J  »ta!  V«  Ve  Ye$  »t»  Vo  y«  No  Yo  No  Yo  Y«  Yo  vo  v«  No  vei 

Yos  No  No  Y«  No  v«$  it%  Yo  No  No  No  No  No  No  No  No  No  No  No  Vo  yo  Yb  No 


Worrs  Brown  CalM 
Woont  Holyoke  Conqi 
Mount  St  Miry  CotUge  York) 
Mount  SI  MrysCoffegilWirytand) 


Yes  Ho  Yes  v«  No  ves  -  No  Yes  Yes  y«s  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  y^j  vbj  No  Yes  Vti  No  te 


Ijnfversdy  ol  Nebraski-L^ncol 
Uiuvei  sjly  of  Netrsik^-Onotti 
Umversity  ot  Nevwli  145  Veois 
Urivei  vty  of  Nevsoa  ' 
Nowto(tr4CoB«t 
Nfw&OtjrdSOialL 
MewEngitnd  ¥fomtr^8 
NiwHtntpoiwo  Ooiloge 
Unfvorviy  of  Mtw  KangtfM 
Unrversiry  ol  New  H^v^n 
New  Jersey  ktnieiK  Conference 
Now  Jwsfy  Ysimm  of  locNwiogv 
New  Mexico  Slate  Unvtrs'ty 
Umvers'ty  of  New  Mexico 


Ve^  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Ye$  ves  Yn  No  Ves  No  y«  no  ym  no  Yi%  ves  y»  ^ 

—  No  Yes  Yes  Mo  Yet  Yes  ^  Yp-^  YfS  vet  Yes  ycs  No  Yes  No  yi^  Ves  jev  Vs  Tie» 

Vm  iM  tiA  y*«  Ma  Yes  Yis  ve*  Vrs  Y«s  ve*  vrs  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  YpS  " 


Yes  No  No  Yes  No  y«s  Ves  Yes  Yet  y^  Ves  Ves  Yes  Mo  Y«  Yes  Y«s  No  y«  ^  Jw  Yo 

Yes  -  Mo  Yes  No  Yes  y^  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Abt  Yes  No  y^  Mo  Ye^  y^  ves  ves  fco 

rV^-'*~Ha (ves : xn  1  vs  yw  i  No':y«  No' _Y» - *,Yet  vm**  -  ' ^ 


Mo  Yes  Yes  No'y«  _  I  Yps  Vei  Yes  Yes  No  v«  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Mo  Vs  vn 


Nliova 
irdiSb 
Nio7«ti 
NoiYrfk 

North  AOims  State  Coio0i  . 

UrDversify  ol  North  Alaharni 
No<lh  AHant'C  Conference 
Unrvertcty  of  North  Carofcna  Ashtvilie 
Uoiv^bty  of  North  Ca^me-Chapd  Hi 
Untvthny  Of  North  CeroliiV'ChtriGRs  " 
Uiwif  tily  of  North  CoroHne^rowboro 
UhMersity  tK  North  Carofmt'Wimmgtan  *  ^ 
North  CofOl'ne  AST  SiatoUmvertity  . 
North  Catotthi  Ctmril  Umvortily . . 

North  Carolina  stale  Ui'iyersity . 

Notfh  Caro'ine  wesiryen  Col>«o» 

North  C^ral  Cohege  . 


-  Yes  Yes 

-  N«  No  ve»  Vos  vtj  Yts  -  Yts  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ves  No  -  No  Yes  »ts  No  vts  Yb  Vts  ves 

Yes  —  -  Vos  No  Ves  -  No  v»s  Ves  Vts  vts  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  *t$  No  ves  No  -  - 

No  No  No  No  Yes  Vis  —  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  No  No  No  No  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yts  No  fts 


Yes  No  »es  Ves  No  Yts  v«s  Yes  v«  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  »es  vm  no  Yet  »« 

“3^-ZZ-I.  —  -  -  —  —  -  -  —  —  —  —  vpstes 

-  No  Yts  Yes  No  Yet  Yes  -  v„  vt,  yb  ybj  vei  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  yb  Vn  Yn 


. .  r  Yfs’Yes  -  Yes  No  Yts  '-  Yes  Yts  Yis  Yts  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  Vo  Yes  No  Yes  Yts  Yes  ves 

K2SLSS2Sun.wes.iy  .  Yes  Y«i  No  Yes  No  Y,.  Y,J  Y.$  Ifts  Ves  Yts  No  la  No  Yes  No  Yos  Vjs  No  Yes  Yes  Yb  v„ 

r!”*li?rfT:  _s  na  ^  Y«&  Ka  Vs  Yti  —  Vte  ifo  Vc$  Y«  Vs  ho  Vi  Mo  Ym  Ves  Ho  vet  Vi 

SSHT  .■  ■  Y«  'S  Z1&Z-  N-o  J5  :s  !s;s  .isjsjs  JS  is 

Noniwo  C^oeou  AlOliM  Canwonot 
UtVYtrvty  of  Norton  Coiootsr  ^  ' 

NortonW'noBUoiYirKty'.  : . .  ....  .  ... 

-  SS  ^  ^S  K  ^S  y!S  KS  KJ  Z  KS  S  S  ^  ^ 
KSKS;M«..es..y  '  ■  r  KS  ?g  !g  JS  ?S  =  JS  US  Jg  JS  iS  1.1  y“2  ?S  S  IS  Jg  ^  ^ 

HorVnmft^  uoRage  .  -  - 

Norlhwiiiam  Stiti  l/nMW  louislihal*.' 

NGrthwtsirn  Uniyvftity  ?«; 

UrtYWiltY of  Now  tttme  . .  . . -  ,  .  .  .  v„  »„  v.. 

CoBcgt  oiNotvOarnfiMaryUndl  ””“~”ZZZZZ__  —  -  -  —  —  —  —  —  - 

oJliul5u2l£!!I*  ■  -  Ni  Y«  to  yb  Yes  -  -  yb  yb  Yes  yb  Yo  to  yb  to  YO  yb  yb  yb  yb  yb  yo 

OtiertnC.^  ..  ..  .  ..  "~“~““~”“__II_II____YesYesY« 

Occrbwial  CMWiOe  — 

Ogtelhorpo Unkroraity  st T. 

^AM^Co^artfKI . 

OhioNortfwUwinrfy. 

Ohio  State  Uhiwsiiy  ‘ 

OhMUnMnity 


A- 1 82 


I99i  Cfvivcntfnn  Pniceedings 


rf«SS,J«Si  s  fSis  iilsjti'SSSsg  gfSiS  »iS$s  fttex  sufs 


.»  i»  in  )»  m  tM  131  IK  m  im  i3s  ix  is;  la  i*  i«  i4i  i«  ot  ai  as  m  w  j®  a»  fflJ  a  wb  >it  J»  m  m  m 


li)  YO  v7$  y7s  No  yb  yb  to  Yes  Yes  to  No  *M  ves  Yes  -  Ko  Ig  vg  -  -  -  to  yb  ^  Yes  No  to  to  vg  -  -  ^ 

2  IS  IS  IS  IS  IS  !g  IS  to  IS  I?  v'g  JJ  I  “  S  ^fs  '  -  -  =  - 

S  Vs  VS  Ves  Ye^Yes  T«  !SL 


_ _ ,,,,,,  z  ,  , 
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CoavoSbioColege  . . ■  -  ~ 


Z  y7  Yes  n"o  y«  yo  no  ho  yb  ^  Yo  Yb  no  no  yo 
-  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  No  No  Y»  , 


[)a(iitlWiS»toCAge“T 
Oartrnoiith  Coileoi 
Dayrf5<v>ColicQa  ^ 

Davis  and  E’knsCoisQe  .  .. 

Urivf  f9ilv  •f  OaylOP 


“E“!i£=s'isKsap»SK'^ss 


-  Ni  Yes  No  Yes  »«.  *e_i  No^Yes  No  Yes  N^ 
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v*$  vei  Yes 
Me  AM  No 
Ym  Vet  Vet 


^yS  VYs  YU 


nWs  Yet  Yes”  VbC*  Vet 'no  vc5  Ye*s  Vet  Ves  vej'  ves 


Yes  ilo  Yet  Vf$  vet  No  Mo  Mo  vei  Ves  Vft  Yet  Yet  Mo  v*s  Vit  Yes  Y«t  Ym  YK 


ilc’YM'Yca:;-  Y«‘'VetH.Mo  e'-^Yet  ^-^VesV•-^Y*l_^— - V7 ''‘To ^ 

Z~  Ves  Yes  Yw  Yei  Yes  No  No  Ws  Yes  Yis  ^  No  No  Y«  No  v,s  Vm  Yes  Yb 

_  _  _  _  _  „  _  _  _  -  Yes  Vet  Vet  v«e  Mo  Vet  No  Mo  Yes  Ves  Yes  Vet  Ves  Mo  Yet 

No  vc5  Yet  Ves  Ves  Vfs  Mo  ves  ves  Vbs  Vet  Mo  v#s  —  —  -  —  -  -  ^  ^  ^  Z  Z  Z  Z  -  —  —  - 

'i’  Z  I  Z  Z  Z  I  yb  YB  Y«  Yes  No  Yes  Ves  yb  Yes  -  »b  YYs  No  No  No  No_Yes  Yb  Ves  Yb 


Yes  Y»  Yb  yb  No  Yb  am  No  am  Yes  yb  No  Yb  No  yb  Yb  am  Vb  Am  yb 


Mi  Ves  lio  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yb  Yes  No  Yb  Yes  No 
Yfs  YB  Yes  —  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ves  —  Yes  Yes  Yes 


Roll-Call  Voting 
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IMU  StM  Umvtndv  . 

Dcn«oo  Un*vtr9(ty 

University  af  Ofnver 

UnMfsity  ol  OetfO’l 

O^mon  ColMgi  • 

UniviriiT/ci(  orslrlct  bl  Co^onbii''* 

OUii  IntercodMial*  AiMehc  Conftrenct 

OowtMCcMat.. . . 

Orai't urwvwly •*■  '  .  ’  ... 

DrfwUiwvca>iy: . " 

Drtxd  Uwversily 
UmvcrSrtv  Oijouqim 
OuVs  llruypiSity 
Ouquoir  llMvCfSity  . 
ii^rn  C^teot  ^ 

tast  CiroU''<  Univ«rsnv  ’ .  *  •  * 

E«&t  coast  CoAlerenn  .  ,  . 

East  Stroudsburo  University  '/  .  .. 
Eist  Tirncssof  State  University  .  . 

Ent  Tesas  Stiii  Unive  ■  &ty , .  . 

E^tfin  ColeQt  Alhicitc  CorJ^rfnce 
t^siern^nfwicucui  SiJie  Umv^fMlv 
EasHtn  iiiw^  Un'vmiiy 
Easitmi^enlorkyUniversitv  . 
taslere  Mennoniie  CnlH^e  ^ . 

Eastern  Micnifljn  University  -  * 
fatitmMonUna(^!e9> 

Uftira  Nararene  Colm  .  . 

Eastern  u«w  Mexico  Univcrstlv ' 

Lasterit  Slates  AiNetic  Conttrence  '.r.  . 
Easiein  Wuferginn  UmvmiJv 
Ec’iM  Coile9e 

E(]i<it»>eUniveiSitY 
Umbdb  City  Stare  Untvtrsiiv 
Eiizabetntovm  College 

Eirtliitst  Celioiir!' .  rr*  *  '*  r;  ^• 


Ym  veiAbs  Ym  y«  y«  Yes  vw  «o  VesAbs 


Eln^n  CoHeoc  .. 
ErMrsonColieoe^ 
Emmjnuc^  Ctf  we . ' 
tiaory  &  Henry  Corie^e  ^  . 
Etpory  Unwtrsrty 
Emptwia  Slate  Uriy»rstiy 
^kme  College 
Euriki  CoRiW  . 
University  orEvensvtlte 


^iiteigii  D'Ckinson  Univervtv  Teaoe^ .  . 

reytUevii'e Slate Unlyers'ly  ..  , 

Ferris  Slate  Univirsiiy.. 

Ferfum  College 
Fi$fc  Umvers-ry 
fitctiOura  Slate  CoileM 
Florida  A&M  UmvrrsilY 
t'orida  Atlantic  UntyMS'iy 
FloraUMst-tuteotTectviofOQY  ' 

Fiontfa htlertuiionai Umversiy  :  »  . 

Florida  Sovliiem  College 
Her-da Sia»fl Umvers'iy  . 

Urmrersily  el  Flontfa  ... 

r  ordnam  Univnisay 

Fftii  Mav<  Slatf  Univfi^'tv 
FectLenraCoUnqe  . 

Fort  Valiev  State  CoiM^ 

Fram-noivani  Slat^  Cnltr-qc  .  ^ 

FraMcfin & Uir3hali Coflege  *  ,,  ,'C.. 

Frankfm h«roc Colege  .  .  *  .. 

Hedoi^'a Slate ilnivets'ty College  ’ 

Frostburi  State  University  . 

Forman  (hArersity;..  t 

Galiaodet  Universitv 

Canj30r>  U"'VCrS'ty 

Gateway  CoNciate  AiMetc  uir.rermce 
Geneseo  Stale  Un-veisity  CoHeqe 
George  Mason  Umvcivtv . 

George  VVasittnglMtUorveisiiy*‘.  *. 

Georgetown  Utwersity  ,  » ,  .  ’ ,  .  '  . . 

Ciorgci  College  ‘  1 

Georgia  Iristitbte  ol  TecrnoiOQy 

Georgia SoutHem College...  C  .r  a. 

Georgia  Stale  Univers'Ty 

Unversily  ol  Georgia  . 

Gettysbu^  CoMeOt  .  . 

GU  ssDoro  Slate  Coll«^e 
Gon^aga  Urnversiiy 

^dMCoMg«\  7..r  ..IP  ..  .  .. 

Ceijchr  CoUcge  . 

GrarrblKMJ  Slate  JnivorSity  .  . 

Gi and  Canyon  Umvrsily .  ....  ... 

Grand  VbO^  Stata  Umversiry  .  ... 
Great  Lakes  inierroiicgiate  MWebc  Corilrre' 
Great  Lat>fst^i«y  (^terrace  .  .  . 

Greensboro  CoAege 
G'lnneii  Co'ingc 
Grove  Tatv  CCMlege 
Guiitord CoUage ...  .. 

Gull  South  Cnnlerence 

Gustavos  AdolptH'S  Coltege 

HaniltortCoie^  . 

Hamlin*  iJfnverstty  . 


i“-,5ir^IItvo''S*^-;’ito7vw“'ri5'iyiv.yw  No'‘yit  jN.-YKfYu^Nt'^?’  * 

’_  ■  J  '"iii)  —  »('  **l  No  Ho  ’"S  Yi*  Ho  Ho  7fS  Ho  Vos  -  Ho  Ho 

-  Vct  -  Yts  YB  No  Ho  to  No  V«  »«  Ho  Y«  No  Jos  Mo  -  Y«  vb 

-  Yb  Ho  »cs  No  *00  *04  No  Mo  Vb  v».  Ah.  —  W  Ho 

-H-  -  Y,s  yb  Mo  Mo  No  Yb'^Mo  Yb.'vb  No  Ho,Yrt  Mo  Vo*'  No.*-  Mo 

.  ■  _  -—'yk  *»s  *ef  Mo  NO  Vot  Yb  No'  No,*e4  Yb  Nq  ”-1“ 

■  ’  -I'yb*  ~i'la''ia\~Z  —  No  vb^yb-Yb  yb -no  yb  yb.yo  vmV-  Yb  *«  *» 

....  _  Yci  -  -  »“■  Ho  AOS  *04  Yf»  ’'O'-  No  Y'O  *►'■  '''4  "  HO 


/•  ‘  JT’ — Yio  Ho  Yb.Mo'Yb-yb  Ho  vb  Yei'.No  yb-No,'-.Yb  No 

"  ’  'yb  -  vb  'vk^'-  -  'ho  Yb  Yes^  Ho  yb  Ho  Mo  Vb  No  Yb  Ho  Ho  N.  Ho 


I ‘..vv  -  'T-.  •  s  ■■ 


_  _  _  Yb  -  -  y«  No  No  Ho  YB  Vm  Ho  No  V»4^  Yb  AOI  -  J»_*b 

-'j;-*~~^rTYB;T^.'3.Y«..No'',NojNo,  Mo'Yot’vhd'.'No^YB  YB~No''^'Na-  Mo_ 


X.;u  1- 'Yoj..-.; -,Yh' No.'W 


“NOj  Yb' Yeo ' No  »Mo  YB  Yts^No  — ,  Ho,”— 


-  v«  No  Yts  No  Yb  No  Mo  Ho  'ei  Y«  Ho  ’'es  Ho 


_  •  _  _  Yb  -  ■  -  Yb 


•  No  Mo  YOJ  No  No  Vb  no  Vo5  -  •  —  YB.  No; 


.  _  Vb  -■  Vb  YbVno  No  vb'no  Yb  Yb  No.Yos  Yb-Ho  yj.Hp-  -  Yb  No 

—  MO  —  No  No  Vb.HO  Yto'Ho  Yo*  Ym  MO'Yoi  Yb  Mo  Yti  At)J  >  —  Yes  Yes 

No  -  Yb  Yb  -  -  Ho  »B  No  Yb  Yes  Vb  Mo  No  yb  _  No  No  vb  No 


■',Vt»‘lX,'YB  yb .C Ho. Yes^ No  .Yb  Mo,  NoJvb' Vos'  No  Yos-.No:  Ho  Yes'- Ho 


Mo  Yb  Ho  yb  Yb  Mo  Yb  No  Yes  Yb  ab  -  Mo  No 


_  „  _  Mo  -  -  Yb  No  Mo  Ho  Mo  Yb  Ho  Mo  vo«  ves  *B  -  Ho  Ho 
"  -Yes-—  Ves  *  No  — '  — tYB,  Mo  Yoi  .No  Yb^'No  No^  — ,.'Mo'  HoAB'  Yes- No  YB, 
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—  Yes  Yes  Yes  Ves  Yes  Yb  No  Ho  Yes  Ho  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  yb  Ho  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 


Yb  Yes  Ho  Ve$  ¥«  -  Ves  Yes  vb 


Ves  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Ho  Yes  yb  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yis  Ho  No^  Mo  ''a*  ,  ~  ^ 

yb.-i-yb  YB-VB-^'^r-c 

Vfs  f<o  _  Vi*s  vrs  Vfs  -  Vp»  iin  -  -  —  —  •“  —  —  —  -  _  ..  -  -  —  -  —  _  -  —  - 


,f#peVbt  Y*t  -f^Yes'Ve*  Yw  Y*i  Yes, -2;  Y*i  Yea-V*f 


-  _  .w  ,  ,  -  Yf^  VC'  ’*0'  '^n  '*'■?  No  Ve^  Yl*  Hq  Vns  Vw 

Uo’vei  Yit  Vti  Yts  Ytt  “’T- 

Yes  —  Y#s  —  vti  -  —  -  —  —  —  —  —  —  -» 


Yn*  Yes  Ves  — 


Nq  y«*  Vn  Yts  —  Yes  Yes  Nq  .Yes  Ye*  Ye*  Yts  Yt$.  .z. 


YftS  ires  Yfs  Y^s  Np  y*\  Y« 


No  'r«  Yp^  Vr«  Nn  At»  Yf^  Vp^  Vp<  Nn  ADa 


Ho  — 'lYes^—  .Yts  — 


NO  Yis  Yts  “  Y»  Yes  #*0,  ^  - - T'  ^ 

^  — ‘I,.— . ‘_^No'  Na^Yti  No  AbsVVts- Yis  Ycs^No  '  Nn^.Nd' Yit  No 'Vta 


•Z 

YesrVes  Yb‘  -/ 


Ves  Yb  Ym  vb  Ves  Yes  Yes  Ve$  Ves  ves  Yes  Yes  Ves 


Vps  No  Vp*.  ve5  ves  Yes  Yes  ads  Yas  Yes  ves  vtj  Ves  No  y**  mo  Yts 


No  Yes  Yes  Yes  yqs  y^s  Yt$  No  No  Yis  V|5  Mq  ho  No  Yts  No  Yes 


vt$  Abs  Yes  — 
Yt5‘We5"’.'Na''‘^*t 
Mo  Ab«*,Yte.,-» 

No  AOS  No  — 


Y^  Vts  ^ 

Yts  No  Ytt^—  ^ai'Yes 


Yts  Yes  No  —  No  Yet  No  — 


Yes  Yes  Yes  Yts  No  Yes  y»s  Ves  ves  Yes  ves  n*  No  No  Y«  Yes  ves 

Y*«  Ves  Ypi.  vps  No  Yes  No  No  ves  vei  ves  Ytt  vu  No  Yts  Yes  y*s 

No  Yet  Vi^  Vit  No  Yes  Ytj  N*  ves  No  vw  No  Yea  No  Yts  Ye*  ves 


‘YS'Ya'.Yti-^^ 

'^ZiZ[^zuni 

Yes  Yes  Yts 
Vi*  Yes  No  — 
Vta  Ye*  Yts  - 


Yts  Yes  Ye*  —  Yev  Ye* 

^  yto  Vn  Yea '  Vis  Yes 
,No  vts  vto  Yes  -,Ves 

Yps  Y4is,  Ves  Y^  Yes  >^5* 


Yes  Yfst.Vrs''  —-Yts  Vci  Uo  I— 
iro  Yts  Yoi  Via  Yts  vet*  No';  ^ 

No  NOiYte  Yea‘Yea  ve*  Ves  - 

YpS  Yts  Ypt  Yts  vk  Ye*  _  -  _  —  _  _  ^  _ 


■'No  Yes^^YisW**  Yu*  Yes- 


^  ^ 

Y»  'is  Vait’vK  Vts" 


No  Yea  Yea  Yt*  No  Yea  No  Yes  yp*  vts  Yea  No  No 
;^y*s  VCT^Yes  jos’Y^  Y«"Ykt'?'No*‘T(te'v^'  Yca."Nb'  YepNo 

•  '*  No*  vi!vY«  .Y«  Vea ,  Yea  Am  'aw  '  Yea  » Mo'  Yw  *  Mo>  No  No 
‘  ^*.Yta^-  ^Yoa.Yit  Yes  Ycs.Yts  Yia.vW;Y»  .N*‘Yia*  No 

•  Yt*  Yia  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yea  ves  No  Yes  tes  Yes  No  Yea  No 


Yes  Yes  Yes 

Ya  Ho'Yos' 


Yts  Yes  Yp^  - 
Yea'Ytt'vea 


No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  ym 


No  Yes  Yia  -  Yes  Yea 
No'Yistvtai’-^iYes j  tr, 
lYciHYta  Year.- ^Yes  Yes 

iVis » Yes  jY» '  Yes*  v**  Yea 

}*Ko  vws  kY«  f  Y« 

No  ves  Yea  -  Ye*  - 


Vta  Ve*  Yes  Yes  ves  Yes  ve*  vu  Yes  v**  ves  No  No  No 


Yas  *Ko‘Yif  >e5*Yle5- 
vi! Vos  t  Yea  ^Yes  *  Yoe , 
vea  Yts  YW  - 


'*-1  — *^*_;v.-''’N0 


ICo ■'.No'  Vot  Yts'  Yos  . Wo ' Yt*  — ,V“ \ "■— Z  * ^  “  Z‘^Z'  Z  Z  ' 


No^Vta  Yca'\es”No^V*a  Abs  /No  ,Ytt;4YBt  Y»  No'.  No  , No j. 


-  - 


RoU-Call  Voting 


'i  -■ ''«",Yb'‘.Yb'Y«'Y«'.Y*4  Yb;  -  ’>!  Yb^ym 

i’’— •-•'Z  — .  Yb'Vb'yb  Yt»' Nb'.Yb  YbJNo  yb  Yb  Yb< 
-NV~- Yb  .«b’yb  Yb  Yb  Yb.yb  -No  Yb  Yb  Yb 
. '  — 1  _  .•  Yb  •  Yb  Vb  ,yb  •  Mo  .Yb  -y  No  .Yb  Yb  Yb  jVks  • 


YbaYSm.Yb'-' 
•Yb:Vb  YWv-^i 
_^Yb;Yb;^Y»j. —) 


ynm  kehieu 
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Ri}U-CaU  Voting 


A-199 


wmifi  wiitEii 
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lciyAl4  M^rymo^rii  U'l'vrr^ity 
Loyoij  Umve'iilY  illllnoisl 
iuttier  CoPe^f . 

; (^otSy^ISS •  ■  ".'If;* K ■•>;'/;>.■-■ ':' ::S-^B^‘7:'.f. "s-' 

:  uSSJlvT'to™ ^  ■-■•  4^1  i  ^  ii  ?“  ''  N?A''“  •'*'»» 

•  •  •  ■  ••  f  ■  y;;  =  i  v«’ -s  ni's;  i  y«  i.  »  y«  a.  i «  •» 

MarirwrunviHe  Co'ieji  ..  .  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 

Ua^ktte$U1•tlMVMtl}y  ....  —  -  —  —  —  —  -• 

Uaorttld  UftfvtfSfly  .  ...  ,  —  —  _  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 

J2f J^^VT 1  ‘'  '^.‘'T'-l ': •”?- 5:; 275^^! Yes ita ’; iio'? iio rvei f.iw filo ’ •  w . y«’. ves .! no" - . mo’, no 


-  —  v«  — 

-  -  Vtt  - 

-  -  Ve$  - 


YiS  PH>  Mo  No  No  Yes  Ho  No  Y»S  Vh  No  -  No  No 

Yk  NoAu  NoAts  No  No  No  Yes  Yh  No  -  No  ^ 

Yis  Vet  No  No  VIS  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yt$  4t»  >>  No  No 


.Mary  BaidwRftCwl^t  T  ‘vT **’*/•  * 

Mary  WuNmlm  CoNtai 
UriverS'ty  o(  MarylardBaiti'^wo  C<HjOtv 
UrNvorsity  of  Ma^nd  -CoKeo*  Park 
Univortitv  of  Mar^nd^astern  Shore 
MarvftiotiiH  Uoiversily  ,  . 

Msryvilie  Colteg.  (MtiMwO  “T.  'T'  ^ 

MvvvM  Callne  (iMnnsK)  ...•,  .  .■?.  r* 

MarVNnMd  CoA^ '  ?:  ' ..  ^.t  •*.  v. .  .  * 

MattacMJsttts  Institute  Of  TteHrKYogy  "^ .■***.*  ' ,  *■ 

MassacfiuMtU  Stall  Coli^t  AtraetK  Cootenncc ;  :r:: 

Massachusetis  MantiPie  Academy . 

Lloiverstiy  oi  Vassal hijsetTt  Amnerst . 

Uryve^tiiy  ol  ^AassactnnetU'Bostoo 
NkNem  Stale  UrM«rstty 
UedQif  Ews  Coitega 

McffipWt  State  IWvuaity  '.1.  V'"'' ‘'.V V  ^ 

MmIo  CoNoe .  - . »,  .*  . . .  ' 

Meroer  Univoriity  .  . p..‘ ‘.vT”*  1,.r 

Me»cyColieee,  7 

M«fcyt»ur5iEp^if_..J  ‘ 

Me^'th  CoMMe 
Mirr>fTucic  CofTege 
Mesa  Stale  College 

MetsiaN  CoHmo  . 

Wethodsi  Collie 

Metro  Attache  Athtoc  Conference 

MetrepoManCoBagioiiAtMeScCor^  :  .7 

•  Metropoiiun  State  Colieao  ',:v  ’:/r.  'rs: '  .  r. . 

.UrtveniiyolMiafoKFioPda)  ^ -'rt'i',! '''  * 

'Mun«Ufiryirtrty (Who) J 

*  M  <1)1010  fplircolleQiate  AtMdic  AtumUoo 
Michigin  Stale  Uaivers'ty 

Mdn^n  Technological  Uoiversiry 

Umversoy  ol  Wicl»^  . 

Mid-Ainericen  AlMitic  ContoreiKe  ,  . 

Asaodatj^'ef  Mid-Cgnfiiiiw  Uoive>iitiea‘’r,T^'’:- v-^r 
•Midiastim  Attdebc  Conierenco  '*7:^-' 

Mtdtfif  AttaAtic  Stitei  Conironce  "  -  "i  .'ft'/ 

M)dCie Tenneuee State Uwveratty;: 

.  MJddiabiiry  Codege ..  ..  -7^:'— ’  “  *’ 

Midwest  Athletic  Conference  For  VMynen 
Midwest  Coiiegiaie  Athieiic  Conicrence 
Midwestern  Cwlegtaie  Conference  .  . 

MJesCoHege 


^  —  Yes  —  -  Yes  ves  No  Ves  vt$  No  Ves  No  v^s  ves  No 

Yes  ves  v*$  No  No  ves  res  No  Ves  No  No  Yes  No  Ves  No 

—  —  vbj  _  w.  Yes  No  Yes  Ho  Ves  No  Ho  —  —  —  Ahs 


No  -  Vn  Yes  -  -  No  Ve$  Mo  Yes  -  No  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Ab$  Na  Y«  No 

.  vu  _  Yet  ves  --  -  Ves  No  Ves  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  No  Aes  Ho  Ye% 


—  Vc*  —  Yes  Yes  No  No  ve»  Mo  Ves  Yes  No  Yes  Yet  No  Yes  v*$  —  Yes  No 


—  Abs  Yet  No  Abs  Yes  Aoi  Abs  No  ads  vcs  No 


MJet  CoHfOe 
M  illersvitle  Uriwert»tY 


u?S5eg8‘ *!  ■/.  '•  “>*’'*  r  *:?■  ~ 

esota InteroiUMiata Atlilatlc CantoenM  .  *  . ‘■'.V  .‘*'‘*  * *«:  -“'J  •  1 

ysdyofMinrwiati^AAulA.  :T»  -  -  r 


MWkin  University  i 

NMUCoi^ 

M.iit4wCoAfg87 :• 
Mlndisota  interoillMiats  Atblatlc  0 
University  of  MinmiotA^Afl^ .  r 
Unrveivfy  of  Minnesota  Twin  Cit'es 
Mississippi  College 
Missosippi  Sla*e  ViHveiSity 
Mississippi  University  For  W)tnen 
M'sstss'ppi  Valley  Slate  Uniyeisify 


Vk  No  No  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  Ves  No  ves  Me  -  y^ 

No  No  Yes  No  Yes  Ves  Yes  No  No  Ves  No  v.»s  No  -  Nn 

No  —  Yes  No  v«s  No  Yes  Mo  Ho  v^  No  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes 

Yet  :'Mo:.No.  No  Ves-  No^ves  Yes?. No’  Yes^Yes  No*  Yes;Yi$  No  Yw 
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_  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  -  -  —  -  Ya  Ya  Ya  —  Ya  Ya  Ya  No  Mo  Y'S  Ym  No  No  Ne  Yts  No  No  No  Ya  Yts  — 

_  _  _  _  _  .  _  _  .  _  _  -  Yes  Ya  Ya  Vei  Ves  Yes  Ya  No  Yes  Ya  Ym  Yei  Yes  Vei  Yes  No  Ya  Ya  Ym  Yes  — 

_  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  -  1-  -  _  Yet  YM  Ym  Yes  Yes  Ym'Ym  Yes'Yii  Yes  Ym  No  Ym  No  Ves  No  Va  No  Ya  Ym  - 

_  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  —  _■  YesiYes  Ym  res_-No  No  No  No  Ym  No  Ym  YM  Ym  No  Ya  No  Ya  Yh  YM  Yes  ^— 

Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  Z  yZs  y7s  Ym  y7s  v7s  y7  _  _  Yes  Ya  Yei  No  Yes  No  Ves  Abs  •  Yes  Vei  -  Ym  _ 

_  _  _  _  _  -  _  -  e  _  —  _  Ya  YM  Ya  Ya  Ya  Yes  Va  No  Ym  Ya  Yu  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yu  Vu  Vei  Yes  _ 
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Key 

Ballot  No.  216— Proposal  No.  40-1.  Ballot  No.  216— Proposal  No.  40-A. 
Ballot  No.  217— Proposal  No.  40-B.  Ballot  No.  218— Proposal  No.  40-C. 
Ballot  No.  219 — Proposal  No.  41-1.  Ballot  No.  220 — Proposal  No.  41  as 
amended.  Ballot  No.  223— Proposal  No.  44-2.  Ballot  No.  225— Proposal 
No.  44.  Ballot  No.  226 — Proposal  No.  45'1-A.  Ballot  No.  227 — Proposal 
No.  45-A. 

Ballot  No.  229— Proposal  No.  46-2.  Ballot  No.  230— Proposal  No.  46-1. 
Ballot  No.  231 — Proposal  No.  46  as  amended.  Ballot  No.  232 — Vote  to 
reconsider  Proposal  No.  30  as  amended.  Ballot  No.  233 — Proposal  No.  30- 
2  reconsidered.  Ballot  No.  234— Proposal  No.  30  unamended.  Ballot  No. 
235— Proposal  No.  42.  Ballot  No.  236 — Proposal  No.  45-1 -B.  Ballot  No. 
237  — Proposal  No,  45-B.  Ballot  No.  238— Vote  to  reconsider  Proposal  No. 
36  as  amended  (see  amendments  in  March  6  issue  of  The  NCAA  News). 

Ballot  No.  239— Proposal  No.  46-3.  Ballot  No.  275— Proposal  No.  19. 
Ballot  No.  276— Proposal  No.  22-A,  B  and  D.  Ballot  No.  277  — Proposal 
No.  24-A  (Divisions  I-A/I-AA  football).  Ballot  No.  278— Proposal  No.  25. 
Ballot  No.  279— Proposal  No.  29.  Ballot  No.  280  — Proposal  No.  30-2. 
Ballot  No.  281— Proposal  No.  31.  Ballot  No.  282— Proposal  No,  33  as 
amended.  Ballot  No.  294— Proposal  No.  22-C  (Divisions  I-A/I-AA  football). 
Ballot  No.  295— Proposal  No.  24-B.  Ballot  No.  296— Proposal  No.  30 


as  amended.  Ballot  No.  297— Proposal  No.  33-1.  Ballot  No.  350— 
Proposal  No.  27, 

Ballot  No.  351  —Proposal  No.  39-8.  Ballot  No.  352— Proposal  No.  39-A 
(Definition  of  playing  season).  Ballot  No.  353— Proposal  No.  39-B  (Defini¬ 
tion  of  athletically  related  activities).  Ballot  No.  354— Proposal  No.  39-3. 
Ballot  No.  356— Proposal  No.  39-5.  Ballot  No.  357— Proposal  No.  39-6. 
Ballot  No.  358— Proposal  No.  39-7.  Ballot  No.  359— Proposal  No.  39-C 
(Required  day  off— traditional  segment).  Ballot  No.  360— Proposal  No.  39- 
2.  Ballot  No.  361 — Proposal  No.  39-(j  (Athletically  related  items  between 
terms). 

Ballot  No.  362  — Proposal  No.  39-D  (Required  days  off— nontraditional 
segment).  Ballot  No.  363 -Proposal  No.  39-E  (Missed  class  time— tradi¬ 
tional  segment).  Ballot  No,  364— Proposal  No.  39-F  (Missed  class  time— 
nontraditional  segment).  Ballot  No.  365  — Proposal  No.  39-1.  Ballot  No. 
367— Proposal  No.  39-1  (First  date  of  competition).  Ballot  No.  368— 
Proposal  No.  39-J  (First  contest— football).  Ballot  No.  369 -Proposal  No 
.39- K  (Preseason  practice  opportunities— traditional  fall  segment).  Ballot 
No.  ,370 — Proposal  No.  39-L  (Preseason  practice  opportunities — football). 
Ballot  No.  371  —  Proposal  No.  39-M  (Maximum  number  of  contests).  Ballot 
No.  825  — Proposal  No.  26. 
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Appendix  C 

85th  Annual  Convention 

Nominating  Committee 

Chair-Susan  A.  Collins 

I-l-Susan  A.  Collins,  George  Mason  University 

I- 1-Kevin  M.  White,  University  of  Maine 

I-2-Charles  Cavagnaro,  Memphis  State  University 
I-2-Richard  L.  Sander,  Virginia  Commonwealth  University 
I-3-Robert  E.  Frederick,  University  of  Kansas 
I-3-Bradford  E.  Kinsman,  University  of  Detroit 
I-4-Margie  H.  McDonald,  Western  Athletic  Conference 

I- 4-Robert  M.  Sweazy,  Texas  Tech  University 

II- l-Louise  Albrecht,  Southern  Connecticut  State  University 

II-2-Wilburn  A.  Campbell  Jr.,  Albany  State  College  (Georgia) 

II-3-Dean  Davenport,  Ferris  State  University 

II- 4-Karen  L.  Miller,  California  State  Poly.  U.,  Pomona 

III- l-Lawrence  R.  Schiner,  Jersey  City  State  College 

III-2-Geraldine  Knortz,  Hamilton  College 

III-3-Louis  F.  Miller,  Hampden-Sydney  College 
III'4-David  A.  Jacobs,  Whittier  College 

Men’s  Committee  on  Committees 

Chair-Bruce  A.  Corrie 

District  1-McKinley  Boston  Jr.,  University  of  Rhode  Island 
District  2-G.  Larry  James,  Stockton  State  College 
District  3-Paul  Griffin,  University  of  South  Florida 
District  4-Bruce  A.  Corrie,  Northwestern  University 
District  5-Ken  B.  Jones,  Missouri  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Assn. 
District  6-James  Vick,  University  of  Texas,  Austin 
District  7-Stanley  B.  Sheriff,  University  of  Hawaii 
District  8-Dan  Guerrero,  California  State  U.,  Dominguez  Hills 
At  Large-Richard  J.  Hazelton,  Trinity  College  (Connecticut) 

At  Large-Gene  E.  Hooks,  Wake  Forest  University 
At  Large-David  M.  Hutter,  Case  Western  Reserve  University 
At  Large-James  A.  Martin,  Tuskegee  University 

Women’s  Committee  on  Committees 

Chair-Fern  Gardner 

District  1-Linda  S.  Moulton,  Clark  University  (Massachusetts) 

District  2-Robertha  Abney,  Slippery  Rock  Univ.  of  Pennsylvania 

District  3-Bettye  Giles,  University  of  Tennessee,  Martin 

District  4-Peggy  Pruitt,  Ohio  University 

District  5-Barbara  A.  Hibner,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 

District  6-Carolyn  Dixon,  Texas  Christian  University 

District  7-Fern  Gardner,  University  of  Utah 

District  8-Marcia  L.  Saneholtz,  Washington  State  University 

At  Large-Harriett  L.  Crannell,  Millikin  University 

At  Large-Janet  D.  Lucas,  James  Madison  University 

A-212  _ _ /99/  Convention  Proceeilmgs 


At  Large-Peggy  E.  Martin,  Central  Missouri  State  University 
At  Large-Joyce  Wong,  University  of  Rochester 

Voting  Committee 

Chair-Marnie  W.  Swift 

District  1-Susan  E.  Chapman,  Worcester  State  College 
District  2-Daniel  P.  Starr,  Canisius  College 
District  3-L.  Douglas  Johnson,  University  of  Miami  (Florida) 
District  4— Steve  Becker,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Superior 
District  5— Lynn  Dorn,  North  Dakota  State  University 
District  6-Gerard  L.  St.  Martin,  U.  of  Southwestern  Louisiana 
District  7-Katherine  E.  Noble,  University  of  Montana 
District  8-Barbara  Walker,  University  of  Oregon 
At  Large-Don  Bryant,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 
At  Large-Tynes  Hildebrand,  Northwestern  State  U.  (Louisiana) 
At  Large-Norman  D.  Kaye,  St.  Leo  College 
At  Large-Marnie  W.  Swift,  University  of  Toledo 
At  Large- Willi  am  Thomas,  Tennessee  State  University 

Memorial  Resolutions  Committee 

Chair-James  Doyle 
James  Doyle,  DePaul  University 
Richard  A.  Johanningmeier,  Washburn  University 
Laurie  Priest,  Mount  Holyoke  College 

Credentials  Committee 

Chair-Paul  H.  Brand 

Paul  H.  Brand,  Univ.  of  Alabama,  Huntsville 
Michael  Gilleran,  West  Coast  Conference 
Marion  Wilkinson,  Immaculate  College 

Parliamentarian 

Alan  J.  Chapman,  Rice  University 

1992  Convention 

Hilton  Hotel,  Anaheim,  California,  January  7-10 
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Appendix  E 

NCAA  Officers,  1906-1991 

Years  Name,  Institution 

President 

1906-1913 -Capt.  Palmer  E.  Pierce,  U.S.  Military  Academy 
1914-1916-LeBaron  R.  Briggs,  Harvard  University 
19 17- 1929 -Brig.  Gen.  Palmer  E.  Pierce,  U.S.  Military  Academy 
1930- 1932 -Charles  W.  Kennedy.  Princeton  University 
1933-1 937 -Maj.  John  L.  Griffith,  Intercollegiate  Conference 
(Big  Ten) 

1938- 1940 -William  B.  Owens,  Stanford  University 
194 1-1 944- Phillip  O.  Badger.  New  York  University 
1945- 1946 -Wilbur  C.  Smith.  Tulane  University, 

University  of  Wyoming 
1947- 1949- Karl  E.  Lieb,  University  of  Iowa 

1950-1952 -Hugh  C.  Willett,  University  of  Southern  California 

1953- 1954 -Albert  B.  Moore,  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa 

1955- 1956 -Clarence  P.  Houston,  Tufts  College 

1957-1958-Frank  N.  Gardner,  Drake  University 

1959- 1960 -Herbert  J.  Dorricott,  Western  State  College  (Colorado) 

1961-1962-Henry  B.  Hardt,  Texas  Christian  University 

1963- 1964- Robert  F.  Ray,  University  of  Iowa 

1965- 1966 -Everett  D.  Barnes,  Colgate  University 

1967-1968-Marcus  L.  Plant,  University  of  Michigan 

1969- 1970 -Harry  M.  Cross,  University  of  Washington 

197 1-1 972 -Earl  M.  Ramer.  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville 

1973- 1974 -Alan  J.  Chapman,  Rice  University 

1975-1976-John  A.  Fuzak,  Michigan  State  University 

1977-1978-J.  Neils  Thompson,  University  of  Texas,  Austin 

1979- 1980 -William  J.  Flynn,  Boston  College 

198 1-1 982 -James  Frank,  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

1983-1984- John  L.  Toner,  University  of  Connecticut 
1985- 1986 -John  R.  Davis,  Oregon  State  University 

1987-1988-Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Auburn  University 
1989- 1990 -Albert  M.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville 
1991-1992-Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 
Secretary-Treasurer 

1906- 1908 -Louis  A,  Bevier  Jr.,  Rutgers  University,  New  Brunswick 
1908  -William  A.  Lambeth,  University  of  Virginia 
(Treasurer  only) 

1909-1939-Frank  W.  Nicolson,  Wesleyan  University 
1940- 1944- Maj.  John  L.  Griffith,  Intercollegiate  Conference 

(Big  Ten)  /r>-  ^ 

1945-1951 -Kenneth  L.  Wilson.  Intercollegiate  Conference  (Big  Ten) 
1952- 1954 -Earl  S,  Fullbrook,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 

1955- 1956-Ralph  W.  Aigler,  University  of  Michigan 

1957-1958-Edwin  D.  Mouzon  Jr.,  Southern  Methodist  University 
1959- 1960 -Gen.  Percy  L.  Sadler,  Lehigh  University 
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1961-1962 

1963-1964 

1965-1966 

1967-1968 

1969-1970 

1971-1972 

197.3-1974 

197,5-1976 

1977-1978 

1979-1980- 

198M982- 

1983-1984- 

1985.1986- 

1987-1988- 

1989-1990- 

1991-1992- 

1983- 1984- 

1985 

1986 

1987-1988- 

1989-1990- 

1991-1992- 

1983 

1984- 1985- 
1986 

1987-1988- 

1989-1990- 

1991-1992- 


!-Rev.  Wilfred  H.  Crowley,  Santa  Clara  University 
-Everett  D.  Barnes,  Colgate  University 
-Francis  E.  Smiley,  Colorado  School  of  Mines 
-Ernest  B.  McCoy,  Pennsylvania  State  University 
-William  J.  Flynn,  Boston  College 
-Samuel  E.  Barnes,  Howard  University,  University  of 
District  of  Columbia 

—Richard  P.  Koenig,  Valparaiso  University 
—Stanley  J.  Marshall,  South  Dakota  State  University 
-Edgar  A.  Sherman,  Muskingum  College 
-James  Frank.  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

-John  L.  Toner,  University  of  Connecticut 
-John  R  Davis,  Oregon  State  University 
-Wilford  S.  Bailey.  Auburn  University 
-Thomas  J.  Frericks,  University  of  Dayton 
-Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 
-B.  J.  Skelton,  Clem  son  University 

Division  I  Vice-President 
-Gwendolyn  Norrell,  Michigan  State  University 
-Arliss  L.  Roaden,  Tennessee  Technological  University 
-Lewis  A.  Cryer,  Pacific  Coast  Athletic  Association 
-Albert  M.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville 
-B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University 
-Douglas  S.  Hobbs,  University  of  California.  Los  Angeles 
Division  II  Vice-President 
-Edwin  W.  Lawrence.  University  of  Alaska,  Fairbanks 
-Ade  L.  Sponberg,  North  Dakota  State  University 
-Asa  N.  Green,  Livingston  University 
-Howard  Elwell,  Gannon  University 
-Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Central  Missouri  State  University 
Anthony  F.  Ceddia,  Shippensburg  University  of 
Pennsylvania 


Division  III  Vice-President 
1983  -Kenneth  J.  Weller,  Central  College  (Iowa) 

1984-1 985 -Elizabeth  A.  Kruczek,  Fitchburg  State  College 

Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 
1988- 1989- Alvin  J.  Van  Wie,  College  of  Wooster 
1990-  —  Rocco  J.  Carzo,  T^fts  University 
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Past  Convention  Sites 


Convention 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

6th 

7th 

8th 

9th 

10  th 

11th 

12th 

13th 

14th 

15th 

16th 

17th 

18th 

19th 

20th 

21st 

22nd 

23rd 

24th 

25th 

26th 

27th 

28th 

29th 

30th 

31st 

32nd 

33rd 

34th 

35th 

36th 

37th 

38th 

39th 

40th 

41st 

42nd 

43rd 


Year  City,  Hotel 

1906  New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

1907  New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

1908  New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

1909  New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

1910  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1911  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1912  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1913  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1914  Chicago  (LaSalle) 

1915  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1916  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1917  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1918  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1919  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1920  Chicago  (Sherman) 

1921  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1922  New  Wk  City  (Astor) 

1923  Atlanta  (Georgian  Terrace) 

1924  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1925  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1926  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1927  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1928  New  Orleans  (Roosevelt) 

1929*  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1930  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1931  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1932  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1933  Chicago  (Stevens) 

1934  New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

1935  New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

1936  New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

1937  New  Orleans  (St.  Charles) 

1938  Chicago  (Sherman) 

1939  Los  Angeles  (Biltmore) 

1940  New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

1941  Detroit  (Book-Cadillac) 

1942  New  York  City  (Astor) 

1943  No  meeting 

1944t  New  York  City  (Biltmore) 

1945  Columbus,  Ohio  (Deshler-Wallick) 

1946  St.  Louis  (Jefferson) 

1947  New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

1 948  New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

1949  San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 


*Convened  January  1,  1930.  ,  .  „  ,  w 

tOflicers,  Executive  Committee  and  chairs  of  rules  committees  only. 
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44th 

1950 

New  York  City  (Commodore) 

45th 

1951 

Dallas  (Adolphus) 

46th 

1952 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Plaza) 

47th 

1953 

Washington  (Mayflower) 

48th 

1954 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Plaza) 

49  th 

1955 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

50th 

1956 

Los  Angeles  (Statler  Hilton) 

51st 

1957 

St.  Louis  (Jefferson) 

52nd 

1958 

Philadelphia  (Bellvue  Stratford) 

53rd 

1959 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Hilton) 

54  th 

1960 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

55th 

1961 

Pittsburgh  (Penn  Sheraton) 

56th 

1962 

Chicago  (Conrad  Hilton) 

57th 

1963 

Los  Angeles  (Statler  Hilton) 

58th 

1964 

New  York  City  (Commodore) 

59th 

1965 

Chicago  (Conrad  Hilton) 

60th 

1966 

Washington  (Sheraton  Park) 

61st 

1967 

Houston  (Sheraton  Lincoln) 

62nd 

1968 

New  York  City  (Biltmore) 

63rd 

1969 

Los  Angeles  (Hilton) 

64  th 

1970 

Washington  (Statler  Hilton) 

65th 

1971 

Houston  (Astroworld) 

66th 

1972 

Hollywood,  Florida  (Diplomat) 

67th 

1973 

Chicago  (Palmer  House) 

1  St  Special 

1973 

Chicago  (Regency  Hyatt  House) 

68th 

1974 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 

69th 

1975 

Washington  (Sheraton-Park) 

2nd  Special 

1975 

Chicago  (Palmer  House) 

3rd  Special 

1976 

St.  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront  Inn) 

70th 

1976 

St.  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront  Inn) 

71st 

1977 

Miami  Beach  (Fontainebleau) 

72nd 

1978 

Atlanta  (Peachtree  Plaza) 

73rd 

1979 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 

74  th 

1980 

New  Orleans  (Fairmont) 

75th 

1981 

Miami  Beach  (Fontainebleau  Hilton) 

4th  Special 

1981 

St.  Louis  (Stoufler’s  Riverfront) 

76th 

1982 

Houston  (Hyatt  Regency) 

77th 

1983 

San  Diego  (Town  and  Country) 

78th 

1984 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

79th 

1985 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

5th  Special 

1985 

New  Orleans  (Hyatt  Regency) 

80th 

1986 

New  Orleans  (Hilton  Riverside) 

81st 

1987 

San  Diego  (Town  and  Country) 

6th  Special 

1987 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

82nd 

1988 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

83rd 

1989 

San  Francisco  (Hilton) 

84th 

1990 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

85th 

1991 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

Past  Convention  Sites 
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